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ABSTRACT 
The current investigation seeks to validate the Youth Coach Issues Scale (YCIS), 
a measure designed from the Coaching Issues Scale (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Although a considerable amount of research has examined the stressors, coping 
mechanisms, and nature of burnout experienced by college and world class coaches, the 
same level of attention to youth sport coaches' stress is missing from the literature (Frey, 
2007). To further understand the nature of participant's stress, coping, and burnout, 
1,005 youth sport coaches were recruited at USA Hockey Coach Education clinics within 
the northeast United States. A survey packet consisting of basic demographic questions, 
The Youth Coach Issues Survey (Martin & Naylor, In Preparation); The Maslach 
Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981); The Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, 
Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983); and the Coping Function Questionnaire (Kowalski & 
Crocker, 2001), was given. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the specified model 
fit the data well, indicating the YCIS as an effective measure, consistent with prior 
literature (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009; Martin & Naylor, In Preparation): X2=2165.71, 
p <.Ol; CFI= 0.88; RMSEA= 0.059, 90% CI =0.056-0.061. In addition the YCIS results 
v 
demonstrated high internal consistency with all subscales as reliable measures (win-loss: 
a=0.886, time-role: a=0.849, parent-community: a=0.841 , program-success: a=0.759, 
and athlete-concerns: a=0.690). Furthermore, the YCIS converged with other measures 
of stress and burnout, while not being strongly associated with a coping measure. 
Descriptive statistics showed program-success and time-role as the most stressful factors 
of coach stress, with win-loss being the least stressful. Correlation and mean analyses 
found significant positive associations among coach experience and stress associated with 
win-lose, time-role, and program-success. Finally, the YCIS showed to be an effective 
predictor of burnout. Specifically youth coach stress was positively associated with 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. Moreover, results showed that the effect of 
stress on burnout was dependent on coping mechanisms. Interaction analyses indicated 
that stress was a particularly salient predictor of emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization for individuals who were more likely to use avoidant coping strategies. 
How youth coaches appraise and re-appraise particular stressors over time, as well as 
how they cope with demands, and function as an outcome of coping with perceived 
stressors are important aspects of coach education. Evidence from this investigation 
suggests that the YCIS can be a valuable measure of potentially problematic issues for 
youth coaches and may be beneficial for future youth coach research. 
Vl 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
Although it has been noted that athletes experience stress (Fletcher & Hanton, 
2003; Gould & Weinberg, 1985; Holt & Hogg, 2002), to date, there have been only few 
studies that have examined sources of stress in the coaching profession (Frey, 2007; 
Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). High school coaches have listed coach-athlete relationships, 
time, and parents (Kroll & Gundersheim, 1982; Baltzell, McCarthy, Hurley, LoVerme, & 
Martin, In Preparation), as primary stressors. Frey, (2007); Olusoga, Butt, Hays, and 
Maynard (2009); Olusoga, Butt, and Maynard (2010); Kelley and Baghurst (2009); and 
Sullivan and Nashman (1993) found similar primary stressors for college and elite 
coaches. Such stressors included: selecting players, having insufficient preparation time, 
representing their dealings with the media, and being away from family. Although there 
are citations regarding high school, college, and elite coach stress, research on youth 
sport coach stress is sparse. Even though the current research on coach stress is useful 
for "professional" coaches, it limits the potential of generalizing results to youth coaches, 
for the training of professional coaches (i.e. high school through professional levels) is 
significantly different than the training of coaches that mentor and teach youth athletes 
(Martin & Naylor, In Preparation). 
Training Coaches 
Over the past three decades there has been tremendous growth in the area of 
organized youth sport, and within the United States, there are roughly three million adults 
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acting as coaches (Thurman, 2000). To meet the growing demand of sport programs, the 
recruitment, retention, and training of quality coaches is imperative (Busser & Carruthers, 
2010). Volunteer coaches provide the instrumental support crucial for the existence of 
children's sport programs. These individuals provide the money, time, transportation, 
and organization, without which few programs would exist for millions of children and 
adolescents (Wiersa & Sherman, 2005). A coach may be the most significant individual 
in determining the value of the sport environment for participants (McCallister, Blinde, & 
Weiss, 2000; Carter & Bloom, 2006), as sport coaching is central to stimulating and 
sustaining participation in recreational sport, and enhancing and optimizing performance 
in competitive sport. Ideally, excellent coaches guide athletes' improvements in physical, 
mental, and tactical skills, as well as facilitating personal and social well-being (Fletcher 
& Scott, 2010; Ntoumanis, 2012). 
Thus the educational development of sport coaches is a complex and important 
part of becoming prepared for the coaching role (Knowles, Borrie, & Telfer, 2005; 
Knowles, Gilbourne, Borrie, & Nevill, 2001). In an attempt to prepare coaches for their 
important role in sport settings, many countries and national governing bodies have 
developed their own coach education and certification programs for youth and high 
school coaches (Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007; Knowles et al., 2001). Although 
coach education programs are a valuable tool in the development of coaches, most are 
created to meet the needs of spmi governing bodies, occurring in short blocks of time, 
usually several months and often years apart (Cassidy, Jones, & Potrac, 2004; Nelson & 
Jones, 2006). Further, very little support exists for the training and retention of youth 
2 
sport coaches emotional well-being given their importance to the sport domain (Lemyre 
et al., 2007; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). In recent years, the youth sport domain has 
shown high rates of coach turnover, volunteer coaching positions as difficult to fill, and 
sport coaching as often stressful (Busser & Carruthers, 2010; O'Connor & Bennie, 2006; 
McCallister, Blinde & Kolandbrander, 2000). 
However, data suggests that the overall number of athletes and coaches has risen 
worldwide (Lyle, 2002; Smoll & Smith, 1993; Busser & Carruthers, 2010), with coaching 
evolving into a recognizable occupation that is fast advancing (Woodman, 1993). With 
the rapid expansion of student-athletes in the US, there has been an expansion ofthose 
coaching the athletes, particularly at the youth and high school levels. Recent figures 
suggest that there are roughly three million adults acting as coaches for the 26 million 
youth athletes ranging in age from six to 18 that compete in community-based athletic 
programs in the United States (Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993; Busser & 
Carruthers, 2010; Thurman, 2000). Similarly, participation in high school sports has 
been consistently increasing in America, from just fewer than four million student-
athletes during the 1971 to over seven and a half million student-athletes in 2009. 
(National Federation of State High School Associations' Participant Data, 2011). 
Considering the increase in sport participation across the country, and the need for 
quality coaches to work with young athletes, understanding how coaches appraise and re-
appraise particular stressors over time and subsequently cope with such demands, is an 
important aspect of coach psycho-emotional well-being and education. If sport coaching 
contributes to wider societal agendas such as improving health, youth engagement, social 
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inclusion, lifelong learning, and community regeneration (Fletcher & Scott, 201 0), it is 
important that educators in the sport psychology and sport coaching field, fully 
understand coach stress and coping, in an attempt to educate coaches on their complex 
and dynamic roles. A further knowledge bases surrounding stress and coping has the 
potential to further support the training and retention of youth sport coaches emotional 
well-being, given their overall importance to the sport domain (Lemyre et al. , 2007; 
Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). 
Conceptual Framework 
The transactional model of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) will 
provide the theoretical foundation for the current study. In this study, both individual and 
environmental influences will be explored in an effort to understand sources of stress and 
coping mechanisms in the youth coaching environment. Since its first presentation as a 
comprehensive theory (Lazarus 1966), the Lazarus Stress Theory has undergone several 
revisions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & Launier, 1978), where by stress is now 
viewed as a relationship or transaction between individuals and their environment. 
Psychological stress refers to a relationship with the environment that people appraise as 
significant for their well-being and in which the demands tax or exceed available coping 
resources' (Lazarus & Folkman 1986). This definition points to two processes as central 
mediators within the person-environment transaction: cognitive appraisal and coping. 
The concept of appraisal (Lazarus & Launier, 1978) is a key factor for understanding 
stress-relevant transactions. This concept is based on the idea that emotional processes 
4 
are dependent on actual expectancies that persons manifest with regard to the significance 
and outcome of a specific encounter. Coping is intimately related to the concept of 
cognitive appraisal and, hence, to the stress relevant person-environment transactions. 
Most approaches in coping research follow Folkman and Lazarus (1980, p.233), who 
define coping as "the cognitive and behavioral efforts made to master, tolerate, or reduce 
external and internal demands and conflicts." The conceptual framework can be seen in 
Figure 1. 
Figure 1 
A Theoretical Model of Stress and Coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
•Person 
• Environemnt 
•Appraisal 
•Coping 
Note. Image Modified from Lazarus & Folkman, 1984. 
Functioning 
The transactional conceptualization of stress (Lazarus & Launier, 1978; Lazarus 
& Folkman, 1984) in the context of sports coaching, implies a dynamic relationship 
between coaches and the environment within which they are operating, whereby coaches 
appraise events and their coping resources, while the nature of the environmental 
demands (together with personal characteristics) influences these appraisals (Fletcher, 
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Banton, & Mellalieu, 2006). Following an extensive review and synthesis ofthe stress 
literature, Fletcher and colleagues (Fletcher & Fletcher, 2005; Fletcher et al., 2006) 
developed a meta-model of stress, emotions, and performance that outlines the theoretical 
relationships among key processes, moderators, and consequences of the stress process. 
The model offers a perspective ofthe stress-emotion-performance relationship by 
building upon conceptual advances that emphasize the transactional nature of stress as a 
dynamic process (Fletcher et al., 2006; Lazarus, 1998; 1999; Fletcher & Scott, 2010) (see 
Figure 2). 
From a sports coaching perspective, the model postulates that stressors arise from 
the environment within which the coach operates. They are mediated by the processes of 
perception, appraisal and coping, and, as a consequence, result in positive or negative 
responses, feeling states, and outcomes. This ongoing process is moderated by various 
personal and situational characteristics. The meta-model can be divided into three main 
theoretical stages: (a) person-environment (P-E) fit; (b) emotion-performance (E-P) fit; 
and (c) coping and overall outcome (COO). The first stage focuses on the notion of 
person-environment fit, which is either explicitly or implicitly common to most 
contemporary theories of psychological stress. It proposes that strain arises not from the 
coach or environment separately, but rather by their misfit or incongruence with one 
another. Central to this stage are personal perception and (initial) cognitive process of 
relational meaning involving the appraisal of stressors resulting in emotional responses. 
The second stage focuses on the notion of emotion-performance fit, which proposes that 
negative feeling states occur when the relationship between an emotion and performance 
6 
is out of equilibrium. A negative feeling state reflects those emotional responses that are 
interpreted as debilitative to job performance. Central to this stage is a further cognitive 
process of relational meaning involving the appraisal of emotions resulting in feeling 
states. The third stage focuses on coping with these reactions and proposes that negative 
outcomes occur through the inadequate or inappropriate use of coping strategies. Sub-
optimal personal well-being and/or job performance is a reflection of a coach' s inability 
to cope. Central to this stage is the cognitive process of personal coping resulting in 
overall outcomes. Personal and situational characteristics influence the processes outlined 
above and help account for variance in reactions across coaches. Hence the meta-model 
offers a conceptual and theoretical grounding for understanding the stress process among 
sports coaches, and an organizing structure for discussing the emergent research 
examining coaches' experiences of stress (Fletcher & Scott, 2010) (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 
A Meta-Model ofCoach Stress, Emotions, and Performance (Fletcher & Scott, 2010). 
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Conceptual Model 
The current investigation will use the transactional model of stress and coping 
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and the meta-model of coach stress (Fletcher & Scott, 2010) 
as the foundation of inquiry in this investigation. Given that the transactional model of 
stress (a general stress model) and the meta-model (a coach specific model) postulate that 
sttessors arise from the environment the coach operates in, are mediated by the processes 
of perception, appraisal and coping, and, as a consequence, result in positive or negative 
responses, feeling states, and outcomes, a foundational guide for assessing stress, coping, 
and burnout in this sample of coaches is set forth. Three main aspects of theses two 
models will be considered for this specific study: objective environmental stressors, 
coping, and overall outcome. Objective environmental stressors will be assessed using 
the Youth Coach Issues Survey (Martin & Naylor, In Preparation) and The Perceived 
Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). Coping will be assessed using the 
Coping Function Questionnaire (Kowalski & Crocker, 2001). Overall outcome will be 
assessed using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981 ). 
Purpose 
Beyond the conceptual design discussed above, the current investigation serves to 
further develop a quantitative assessment for the continued understanding of the stressors 
that face youth sport coaches. The development and validation of a stress instrument 
suitable for youth coach populations is critical to further understanding of this sample. 
There is limited stress research using youth coach participants, and some of the lack of 
9 
. 
research is due largely to a lack of problems associated with measurements in sport stress 
research (Crocker, Kowalksi, & Graham, 1998). 
To date, the Coaching Issues Survey (CIS) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009) is the only 
assessment designed to assess sport/coaching-specific sources of stress within the athletic 
environment of coaches, specifically that of college coaches. Exploratory and 
confitmatory factor analysis revealed a four-factor structure with a sample of collegiate 
basketball coaches. The four separate, but related subscales of Win-Loss, Time-Role, 
Program-Success, and Athlete-Concerns demonstrated high internal consistency and 
good stability over time, with the CIS being predictive of stress appraisal within the 
current theoretical conceptualization of the stress process (for a further review of the CIS 
please see chapter 2) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Fletcher & 
Scott, 201 0). 
In furthering the field of assessments designed for use with sport coaches, the 
Youth Coach Issues Scale (YCIS) was developed entirely from the Coaching Issues 
Survey (CIS) (Kelly & Baghurst, 2009), as talked about above. Exploratory analysis of 
the YCIS as developed from the CIS was analyzed through a pilot study by the main 
author and Naylor (In Preparation) on 453 youth ice hockey coaches. The 30 question 
original CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009) was modified with permission from Kelley and 
Baghurst for use with a youth sport coach sample, and an additional dimension/factor was 
added, and labeled "parent and community" making the modified YCIS 37-questions. 
Although not a major area of concern in college coaching, parents and community have 
been shown to be a source of stress in youth sport coaches (Beenie & O'Connor, 2006; 
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Smoll & Smith, 1993; McCallister & Kolandbrander, 2000). Exploratory analysis 
revealed a five-factor structure, where the five separate, but related subscales of Win-
Loss, Time-Role, Program-Success, Athlete-Concerns, and Parent-Community 
demonstrated high internal consistency (for a further review of the YCIS please see 
chapter 2). 
As the current investigation serves to further develop the YCIS as a quantitative 
assessment of the stressors that face youth sport coaches. Further validation of the YCIS 
has the potential to increase the knowledge base surrounding youth coach stress, a step 
toward further understanding the phenomenon of youth coach withdrawal, and generating 
constructive practices to help youth coaches who may be stressed. Lazarus (1990) has 
emphasized the need for theory based instrument development in stress and coping 
research, and an instrument developed with strong measurement properties such as the 
YCIS may provide a better understanding of how youth sport coach participants perceive 
stress in the sport environment. Beyond the current knowledge of challenges that face 
youth sport coaches, it is valuable to be aware of the magnitude of particular stressors 
faced by volunteer coaches. As Kelley and Baghurst (2009) note, empirical 
investigations have been hampered by the lack of a psychometrically sound instrument 
with which to assess common core issues in coaching. 
Through use ofthe following scales: The Youth Coach Issues Survey (Martin & 
Naylor, In Preparation); The Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981); 
The Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983); and the Coping 
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Function Questionnaire (Kowalski & Crocker, 2001), this dissertation will present 
information on the following questions (see Table 1). 
Dissertation Questions 
Table 1 
Dissertation Questions 
Dissertation Questions 
Inquiry #1 
1- Is the Youth Coach Issues Scale (YCIS) valid and reliable? 
Inquiry #2 
2- What is the nature of stress in this youth sport coach sample? 
Inquiry #3 
3- How does coach stress and coping predict burnout 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This following literature review will consist of reviewing research conducted 
within the sport psychology and sport social sciences contexts. The review of literature 
will include research related to the variables of stress, coping, and burnout. Quantitative 
and qualitative literature on stress and coach stress will be examined given that it is 
expected to serve as a guide for the further development of the YCIS. This chapter will 
begin with a brief review of youth sport, youth sport coaching, youth coach education, 
and youth coach leadership in sport, given the importance of understanding the dynamic 
and interactive context of these variables in relation to stress and coping in youth sport 
coaches. 
The Youth Sport Environment 
Physical education as well as sport participation has many diverse goals that can 
promote adolescents' physical, social, psychological, and moral development. 
Historically speaking the overall aim of youth sport and physical education has been to 
harness such goals that promote youth development so as to encourage and enable 
students to lead developmentally sound lives in and out of sport participation (Ridgers, 
Fazey, & Fairclough, 2007). 
With the national pastimes of many countries around the world being sport 
related, it is no surprise that millions of youth athletes annually enter into a new sporting 
season (Busser & Carruthers, 2010). Over the past three decades there has been 
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tremendous growth in the area of organized sport, and within the United States some 26 
million youth athletes ranging in age from six to 18 compete in community-based athletic 
programs (Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993; Busser & Carruthers, 2010). At the 
high school level, sport has been consistently increasing in America from just fewer than 
four million student-athletes during the 1971 season to over seven and a half million 
student-athletes in the 2009 season. (National Federation of State High School 
Associations ' Participant Data, 2011). Participation in organized sport activities has the 
potential to teach young people many desired attributes, as well as helping them 
experience psychological well-being. Organized out-of-school activities have been 
shown to be important contexts that help young people negotiate salient developmental 
tasks and acquire important skills and competencies (Ntoumanis, 2012). 
The sport environment provides socialization opportunities, and places demands 
on participants that parallel those of other similar life situations. Sports, in general, act as 
a miniature life situation, and for this reason, athletic experiences are regarded as 
potentially important in child and adolescent development. Sports have an important role 
in the development of a human life and can affect a person' s overall self-concept (Smith 
& Smoll, 2002). 
However, youth sport has not always ensured such sound developmental success. 
According to the National Alliance for Youth Sports (nays.org), ofthe 20 million athletes 
who sign up within their various leagues to participate in sport, 70 percent quit playing by 
the age of 13 and never play again. The winning at all costs model, the aggressive, 
emotional, and physical behavior of teammates and coaches, and poor sportsmanship top 
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the list of reasons to cease play (nays.org). 
In placing athletes in a sport environment it is important to recognize and 
strengthen such aspects of competition, cooperation, risk taking, commitment, and self-
control within a learning structure. Yet, as Smith and Smoll ( 1997), explain, a realistic 
appraisal of sport indicates that athletic participation does not automatically result in such 
outcomes. Development within the sport environment is in major part due to the social 
learning situation supervised and structured by the adults, coaches, and other leaders who 
play an active role in the sport program. 
Youth Coach Leadership 
In the present, growing era of single-parent and no-parent families, the coach as a 
leader and teacher has become an important figure. Today's coaches are being asked to 
take on psychological, humanistic, and emotional characteristics within the athletes' lives 
(Knowles, 2005). As Hellion (2000) writes in his book entitled Youth Development and 
Physical Activity, young people, particularly adolescents, need the support and guidance 
of a caring adult to not only maintain a sense of wonder but to discover their sense of 
self. Thus, it is imperative that adolescents spend time with well-trained coaches who 
embrace a healthy philosophy. In a study done by Smoll et al. (1993), strikingly large 
samples of child athletes rated positive evaluations from their coaches as more imperative 
towards achievement than similar evaluations from their parents. With this said, Smoll 
and colleagues ( 1993) contend that a combination of positive reinforcement, 
encouragement, and constructive technical feedback by coaches leads to a more positive 
15 
outcome in athletes' personal well-being, and fosters relationship with other teammates 
more freely. Programs that educate sport leaders will be most valuable when coaches 
become supportive and reinforcing to athletes, offer technical advice, and institute an 
athletic program with a healthy philosophy (Cox, 2007). Athlete development within the 
sport environment is in large part due to the social learning situation supervised and 
structured by the adults, coaches, and other leaders who play an active role in the 
programs (Smoll et al., 1993; Smith & Smoll, 1997). The need for effective leadership 
has become paramount to meet the challenges of 21st century organizational institutions. 
Leadership is a central social dimension, where the most basic individual identities, as 
well as the team atmosphere, can be shaped by leader roles and responsibilities (Fuqua & 
Newman, 2005). As little attention has been paid to the leadership characteristics of 
athletic coaches, it becomes increasingly important to assess how leaders take a personal 
interest in the long-term development of athletes, and themselves. With the number of 
athletes and coaches exponentially growing (Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993; 
Busser & Carruthers, 2010), we must also expand our understanding ofhow these 
athletes are affected by their coaches' leadership characteristics. Furthering research data 
and designs will not only further our knowledge of the athlete-coach relationship in the 
sport world, but may ultimately and more importantly protect the emotional, 
psychological, and social lives of future athletes and coaches beyond the constructs of 
athletics. 
16 
.. 
Youth Sport Coaching 
Paralleling the millions of youth athletes that annually enter into a new sporting 
season, there are millions of adult coaches within the United States (Thurman, 2000). To 
meet the growing demand of sport programs, the recruitment, retention, and training of 
quality coaches is imperative (Busser & Carruthers, 201 0). Coaching has the potential to 
be a gratifying endeavor: working with aspiring young athletes, the challenge of 
constructing an effective program, the fulfillment derived from teaching youth sport 
skills, and the opportunity to facilitate athletes' psychosocial development (Raedeke, 
2004). 
Given that youths spend up to half of their waking hours engaging in leisure 
activities (Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2011; Hellison, 2000), organized sport activities have 
become potentially impmiant and sufficient paths to positive youth development. It has 
also been frequently suggested that youth sport programs can be used to foster positive 
development and to build character (Hellison, 2000). More specifically, youth sport 
participation is associated with many general indicators of development, including: 
identity development, personal exploration, initiative, improved cognitive and physical 
skills, cultivation of social connections, teamwork, and social skills (Vella, Oades, & 
Crowe, 2011 ). 
However, youth sport development does not happen on its own. Adults, such as 
parents and coaches, provide the instrumental support crucial for the existence of 
children's sport programs (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). These individuals provide the 
money, time, transportation, and organization, without which few programs would exist 
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for millions of children and adolescents (Wiersa & Sherman, 2005). Although a variety 
of adult figures impact the youth sport context, the sport coach occupies a key position in 
terms of the overall experience. The coach may in fact be the most significant individual 
in determining the value of the sport environment for participants (McCallister, 2000). 
Since the early 19th century, coaches have played an important role in helping athletes 
develop and succeed in the sporting world (Carter & Bloom, 2006). Sport coaching is 
central to stimulating and sustaining participation in recreational sport, and enhancing 
and optimizing performance in competitive sport. Ideally, excellent coaches guide 
athletes' improvements in physical, technical, mental, and tactical skills, as well as 
facilitating personal and social well-being (Fletcher & Scott, 201 0). 
Few coaches, however, have formal training in instruction-based techniques 
(Thurman, 2000). The increase in participation by female and male athletes has created a 
universal need for a greater number of qualified high school and youth coaches. Recent 
statistics state that fewer than 8% of high school coaches (Martens, Flannery, & Roetert, 
2002), and a much lower percentage of youth sport coaches, enter the field with 
significant knowledge regarding instruction, skill development or other formal training 
within the athletic coaching domain. While other countries around the world require 
formal training, exams, certificates and licensing, American sport programs at all levels 
remain dominated by un-educated coaches (Clark, 2000). 
Little educational, social, financial, and psychological support exists for the 
training and retention of excellent youth sport coaches given their importance to the 
overall development of young athletes. Volunteer coaching positions in sport programs 
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are difficult to fill and often stressful. Further, the retention of youth sport coaches is low 
(Busser & Carruthers, 201 0). The relatively high rate of coach turnover has been a cause 
for concern in recent years, particularly at the youth sport level (O'Connor & Bennie, 
2006). 
If youth sport coaches are as imperative to youth development as the literature 
states, then it is important to assess not just what they are doing for others, but what they 
are doing for themselves. Coach wellbeing is an important avenue to assess, and may 
have further consequences beyond the coach - affecting athletes, administration, and 
sport organizations as a whole (Knowles et al., 2005; Smoll et al., 1993). 
Youth Coach Education 
In the past decade there has been an increased recognition of sports coaching as 
being a complex endeavor and associated with this recognition, there has been increased 
attention given to the development of these practitioners at all levels. With the emerging 
professionalization of coaches, many national sporting organizations, as well as 
individual sporting organizations have begun to take responsibility for the formal 
education and subsequent accreditation of coaches. The underlying assumption is that 
the development of coaches is key to improving and sustaining the quality of sport 
coaching. 
In a study of youth coaches, Lemyre et al. (2007) noted that prior playing 
experiences and roles as assistant coaches provided coaches with some sport-specific 
knowledge and some introduction to the subculture of sport. Also suggested is that 
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formal programs were only one of many opportunities to learn how to coach. A 
limitation to coach development was that coaches rarely interact with rival coaches for 
other teams. Wright and colleagues(2007) reported seven different learning situations 
for youth coaches, and they recommended that coach education include a combination of 
large-scale coach education programs, coaching clinics/seminars, formal mentoring, 
books/videotapes, personal experiences related to sport, family, and work, face-to-face 
interactions with other coaches, and the internet (Rynne, 2008). 
Vargas-Tonsig (2007) broadly considered the area of continuing coach education 
and conducted an investigation into the preferences of youth sport coaches. In 
considering these preferences, she found that coaches appear to value coaching education 
and certification, but she also found that continuing coach education may need to address 
topics such as communicating with parents and athletes, motivation, and character 
building, in addition to the standard drills and conditioning content (Rynne, 2008). 
Although it is challenging for most coach accreditation courses, which are of short 
duration, to address all of the needs of coaches, continued education is necessary 
(Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). 
Unfortunately, despite positive results related to coaching education programs and 
the availability of these programs, the vast majority of coaches do not receive formal 
training (American Academy of Pediatrics, 2001; Gould, Petlichkoff, Hodge, & Simons, 
1990). McCallister, Blinde, and Kolanbrander (2000) interviewed volunteer youth sport 
coaches and reported that the role of youth sport coach carries a "general societal 
perception that anyone can coach," and that the criteria for selecting coaches often were 
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based simply on having a child in the program or a willingness to assume the role if no 
one else was available (Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). Yet, the real issue is that volunteer 
coaches are faced with aspects of youth sport that they are largely unprepared to handle, 
such as negative parental involvement, as well as developmentally appropriate coaching 
practices (Libman, 1998; Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). 
The challenge to many community sports and recreation programs has been two-
fold: offer coaching education certification to volunteers in such a manner that would 
maximize the attendance of coaches, and initiate efforts to require codes of conduct and 
adult adherence to sportsmanship (Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). In addition, a challenge 
to the sport community in educating coaches is the need to further educate coaches on the 
psychosocial aspects of sport, through appropriate stress and time management practices 
(Martin & Naylor, In Preparation). 
Both researchers and practitioners agree that the development of athletic talent is 
dependent upon quality coaching (Bloom 1985; Cote, Baker & Abernathy, 2003) 
determined by how coaches behave in all aspects of their sport. Coaching behaviors in 
practice, at games, and away from the sport have strong influences on players and can 
impact both players' performances and continued participation (Murray, 2006; Stewart & 
Lyons, 2011). Just as competitive coaches strive to improve athletic perfmmance, the 
coach educator strives to improve the performance of newly emerging coaches. Even 
when only considering the development of athletic expertise, Cote et al. (2003) found that 
positive experiences with a coach and enjoyment of an activity were as important as 
successful performances in motivating young athletes to select a specific sport for long-
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term participation. The challenge to the coach educator is to sell this concept to the 
novice coach (Stewart & Lyons, 2003). 
Various authors have recommended that agencies identify and address the 
functional motivations oftheir potential and current volunteers in order to increase 
volunteer performance, satisfaction, and retention (Clary & Snyder, 1998; Silverberg, 
Backman, & Backman, 2000; Busser & Caruthers, 2010). However, coaches must be 
trained to intentionally structure their interactions with youth as well as the sport 
environment, to produce these positive outcomes. Oftentimes, expectations that coaches, 
even novice coaches, will have specific expertise and levels of performance are high. 
Coaching is a complex process, yet, virtually anyone can assume the role of a youth 
coach. The ability to master and balance coaching roles is achieved through stages of 
experience, reflection, advice seeking, and accessing coaching materials, all of which 
take time (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001; Busser & Caruthers, 2010). Even with the educational 
system we have in place today - coaches are often stressed. In order to fully develop 
coaches as leaders, youth mentors, and teachers it is imperative to assess their appraisal 
of stressors, coping mechanisms, and burnout. 
Stress 
The term stress was first used in physics as a tool to analyze the problem of how 
structures must be designed to carry heavy loads and resist deformation by external 
demands. In this analysis, stress referred to external pressure or force applied to a 
structure (Hinkle, 1974; Mason, 1975). In the transition from physics to the behavioral 
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sciences, the usage of the term stress evolved. In most approaches it now designates 
bodily processes created by circumstances that place physical or psychological demands 
on an individual (Selye, 1976), while external forces or stressors interact with the body 
(McGrath, 1982; Krohne, 2002). 
The common stress theories that focus on the specific relationship between 
external demands (stressors) and bodily processes (stress) can be grouped into two 
different categories: approaches to systemic stress based in physiology and 
psychobiology (Selye, 1976) and approaches to psychological stress developed within the 
field of cognitive psychology (Lazarus 1966,1991; Lazarus & Folkman 1984; McGrath 
1982). The popularity of the stress concept in terms of physiology stems largely from the 
work of Hans Selye. In a series of animal studies he observed that a variety of events 
(e.g. , heat, cold, toxic agents) applied intensely and long enough are capable of producing 
response patterns. Selye (1976) defines this stereotypical response pattern as the General 
Adaptation Syndrome (GAS), which proceeds in three stages. (a) The alarm reaction 
comprises an initial shock phase and a subsequent counter shock phase. The shock phase 
exhibits autonomic excitability, and an increase in adrenaline, while the countershock 
phase marks the initial operation of defensive processes and is characterized by increased 
adrenocortical activity. (b) If stimulation continues, the organism enters the stage of 
resistance. In this stage, the symptoms ofthe alarm reaction disappear, which seemingly 
indicates the organism's adaptation to the stressor. (c) If the aversive stimulation persists, 
resistance gives way to the stage of exhaustion. The organism's capability of adapting to 
the stressor is exhausted, the symptoms of stage (a) reappear, but resistance is no longer 
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possible. 
Conversely, approaches to psychological stress developed within the field of 
cognitive psychology stem largely from Lazarus (1966; 1976; 1984; 1998; 1999) where 
stressors are conceptually distinguished as environmental demands (i.e., stimuli) 
encountered by an individual, and strain as an individual's negative psychological, 
physical, and behavioral responses (i.e. response) to stressors. Most importantly, it is an 
individuals' perception of stress that determines ones experience of strain. Stressors, 
therefore, refer to events, situations or conditions, whereas strain refers to a person's 
negative reaction to stressors. The term stress should not be used to describe specific 
components of the transaction between the person and the environment (Lazarus, 1990), 
but rather to represent the overall process incorporating stressors, strains, appraisals, and 
coping responses. 
Lazarus contends that appraisal and perception, (evaluation of the significance of ... 
what is happening for their well-being), and coping (individuals' efforts in thought and 
action to manage specific demands) are central to any psychological stress theory 
(Lazarus, 1993). Since its first presentation as a comprehensive theory (Lazarus 1966), 
the Lazarus Stress Theory has undergone several revisions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 
Lazarus & Launier, 1978), where stress is now viewed as a relationship or transaction 
between individuals and their environment. Psychological stress refers to a relationship 
with the environment that the person appraises as significant for his or her well-being and 
in which the demands tax or exceed available coping resources' (Lazarus & Folkman 
1986). This definition points to two processes as central mediators within the person-
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environment transaction: cognitive appraisal and coping. The concept of appraisal 
(Lazarus & Launier, 1978) is a key factor for understanding stress-relevant transactions. 
This concept is based on the idea that emotional processes are dependent on actual 
expectancies that persons manifest with regard to the significance and outcome of a 
specific encounter. Coping is intimately related to the concept of cognitive appraisal 
and, hence, to the stress relevant person-environment transactions. Most approaches in 
coping research follow Folkman and Lazarus (1980, p.233), who define coping as "the 
cognitive and behavioral efforts made to master, tolerate, or reduce external and internal 
demands and conflicts." 
Stress In Sport 
The way an athlete appraises and responds to stressors has been shown to affect 
performance (Graham, Jones, & Hardy, 1990; Fullerton, 2010). According to Richard 
Lazarus ( 1999), athletes weigh three types of information in appraising a potentially 
stressful situation: competitive demand, personal control, and coping strategies. Ifyou 
want to help athletes or coaches perform well under pressure, it is crucial to understand 
both the factors that cause stress and the strategies for managing it (Burton & Raedeke, 
2008). 
Stress is blamed for many problems in sport, often due to two common 
misconceptions. First, it is commonly but incorrectly assumed that certain situations are 
inherently stressful because their excessive competitive demands result in extra pressure 
to perform well. For example, many athletes believe it is inherently stress provoking to 
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play for a state title, be an underdog against their crosstown rival, take a penalty kick with 
the game on the line, or bat with the game tied in the bottom of the ninth. But demanding 
competitive situations don't have to cause stress if athletes or coaches have the perceived 
skills to deal with them effectively (Burton & Raedeke, 2010). 
Another misconception is that stress results from physiological and psychological 
responses typically experienced in demanding competitive situations such as: a faster 
heartbeat; quicker and shallower breathing; sweaty palms; butterflies; and a frequent need 
to use the bathroom. Mentally they may find it harder to focus, and they make think 
more negatively, and feel out of control. But not everyone fmds these responses 
detrimental to coping with competitive demands. These activation responses don't have 
to create negative emotions or impair performance. In fact, the same symptoms can be 
interpreted positively, prompting an athlete to perform well. Stress, then depends on how 
coaches interpret demanding competitive situations (the appraisal) based on their ability 
to meet those demands, which can help or hurt performance (Burton & Raedeke, 201 0). 
Such "stress" is a substantial imbalance between what we believe is demanded of us 
(competitive demand) and what we perceive our capabilities to be formeeting those 
demands (personal control), for situations in which success is important (McGrath, 1970; 
Burton, & Raedeke, 201 0). Thus, perceptions, not competitive demands themselves, 
determine the amount and nature of stress individuals such as coaches may experience. 
Stress In Coaches 
Although a considerable amount of research has examined the stress experienced 
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by athletes, the same level of attention to coaches' stress is missing from the literature 
(Frey, 2007). The term stress has been variously defined in the sport psychology 
literature with implications to environmental stimuli, coach and athlete response, or the 
result of an interaction between the environment and coach or athlete (Fletcher & Scott, 
2010). 
The transactional conceptualization of stress (Lazarus & Launier, 1978; Lazarus 
& Folkman, 1984) within sport coaching, implies a dynamic relationship between a coach 
and the environment within which he or she is operating, whereby the coach appraises an 
event and his or her coping resources, while the nature of the environmental demands 
(together with personal characteristics) influences appraisals and outcomes (Fletcher et 
al., 2006; Khrone, 2002; Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). Depending on the outcomes of 
these cognitive evaluations, a coach may engage thoughts and behaviors designed to deal 
with the situation; strategies that will likely change over time as effmis are reappraised 
and outcomes evaluated. This ongoing dynamic will affect subsequent appraisals of 
stressors and hence a coach's responses and possible choice of coping strategies 
(Lazarus, 1998; 1999). 
Research has noted individuals ' interpretations of events within the environment 
as a determinant of stress. An individual's cognitive appraisal ofthe situation within the 
work environment is central to the stress process (Lazarus, 1990; Woodman & Hardy, 
201 0). From a transactional stress perspective, stressful demands are part of a dynamic 
and complex stress process, where stress responses result from a perceived imbalance 
between environmental demands and an individual's coping resources. Thus, the 
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response to a combination of stressors and the many roles assumed, are likely to be 
complex, adding to the overall level of stress. 
Research on high school coaches has shown just how perceptions and cognitive 
appraisals influence stress levels of coaches in regard to perceived conflict between the 
desire to teach life skills and the pressure of outside expectations to produce a winning 
team (Gilbe1i & Trudel, 2004; Gould & Carson, 2008). The greater the perceived 
mismatch between the demands on a person and the resources available, the greater the 
resulting stress response, including physiological, psychological, and emotional response 
(Lazarus, 1990). Many coaches have identified the desire to teach important life skills to 
their athletes (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Gould, Chung, Smith & White, 2006; Gould, 
Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2006; Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007). Larson (2000, 
2006) suggests that the most effective mentors, who are often coaches, do indeed seek to 
teach skills such as initiative, autonomy, and responsibility. However, when coaches felt 
that their personal philosophy did not match with certain situational components (age or 
competitive level of the athletes) stress increased (Gilbery & Trudel, 2004). In addition, 
many note that coaches identified teaching life skills such as accountability, 
communication, and teamwork, as an integral component of their coaching values. 
However, such coaches had a difficult time executing their coaching philosophies 
(Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007), which may contribute to feelings of stress. 
In a study by Baltzell et al. (In Preparation), on 500 high school coaches, the 
construct of unhappiness/stress was assessed among coaches via an open-ended 
qualitative investigation. Major sources of unhappiness were: issues with parents 
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(difficult interactions, overbearing, lack of support, external coaching challenges (roster 
issues, resources, conduct of other teams/coaches), personal coaching challenges (lack of 
success, difficulty balancing personal life and work), issues with athletes (lack of 
discipline, entitled athletes), and issues with administration (unfair, unequal support, 
demands and expectation). 
Gould, Chung, Smith and White (2006) found that difficulties with parents and 
failure for athletes to develop life skills were the most common challenges for varsity 
high school coaches. Similarly, Jowett (2008) found that high school coaches who are 
intrinsically motivated have higher job satisfaction than those that are extrinsically 
motivated. Martin, Dale & Jackson (2001) found that adolescent athletes and their 
parents have varying expectations and preferences of high school coaches. Taken in 
consideration with Hellstedt's (1987) fmdings that conflict between the coach-athlete-
parent triad cap create stress on the coach, differing expectations and preferences from 
the athletes and their parents are likely to significantly increase coaching stress. 
Similarly, Baltzell et al. (In Preparation) found that an incongruence of values, goals and 
philosophies among major stakeholders in the high school sport environment (coach, 
parent, athlete, and administration) are a large source of stress for coaches. 
In the youth coaching realm, research examining how youth coaches view their 
role highlights the multiple, possibly conflicting factors that coaches must navigate. 
Youth coaches must balance situational factors such as the gender, age and competition 
level of athletes with personal views and attitudes, such as fun, growth and development, 
and equity and winning (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004). Research has similarly examined the 
29 
experience around teaching life skills of high school coaches to that of youth coaches. 
This line of research suggests that although many coaches value the development of life 
skills in their players, few actually accomplish this task easily (Gould, Collins, Lauer & 
Chung, 2006; Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007; McCallister, Blinde & Weiss, 
2000). Therefore, when a coach who values the development of life skills fails to see 
players develop skills such as teamwork, respect and responsibility, a level of stress may 
follow. Beyond life skills, Strean (1995) examined youth sport coaches' experiences 
with parents, fans, rules, and limited practice times, and found that some youth sport 
coaches experienced them as challenges. 
In a study by Martin and Naylor (In Preparation), on 453 youth ice hockey 
coaches, stress was assessed among coaches via a revised Coaching Issues Scale with 
permission from Kelley and Baghurst (2009). The researchers found five dimensions of 
stress in descending order: program success (issues critical to an athletic program's 
success and planning), time-role (issues related to time required to fulfill the role of youth 
coach and potential conflicts involved in that role), parent-community (issues related to 
interactions and working with parents, and potential conflicts with community), athlete 
concerns (issues related to interactions and working with athletes), and win-loss (issues 
surrounding winning and losing) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
In 0' Connor and Bennie's (20 1 0) article on retention of youth sport coaches, the 
first pages highlight a distinct stressor: the difficulty in defining a youth sport coaches 
role and purpose with young athletes. In their discussion, coaches range from 
inexperienced parent-volunteers to highly skilled and paid coaches of elite youth 
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programs (Hedstorm & Gould, 2004). Lyle has distinguished between two types of youth 
coaches, "participation coaching" as sports leadership and teaching, with the purpose of 
providing initial experiences in spmi for athletes, and "performance coaching" which 
involves effective management, intensive commitment, a focus on competition goals and 
improving sport performance. However, with a lack of clarity on roles, a burgeoning 
new array of commitments, being physically and mentally taxed, pressures from primary 
employment, and the culmination of a variety of new social experiences often begin to 
outweigh the endeavors of youth sport coaching (Raedeke, 2004; O'Connor & Bennie, 
2010). Coleman, Irving, and Cooper (1999) have reported that the overwhelming need to 
satisfY family and other commitments, the excessive time demands, poor administration, 
and a lack of financial remuneration contributed to withdrawal from coaching a county 
cricket team in England. Linder, Johns & Butcher (1991), contend that non-sport 
influences such as work, study, and family commitments were often stronger motives for 
sport dissociation than dissatisfaction with elements within the sport itself at non-elite 
levels. In youth sport coaching, parents commonly become involved in coaching and in 
particular, coaching their own children. Although parents are a valuable source for sport 
organizations, there are inherent difficulties in retaining such individuals for periods of 
time beyond the tenure of their children playing a given sport (Struhar, 2003; O'Connor 
& Beenie, 2010). 
As can been seen, the role of a youth sport coach is a dynamic and interactive 
process, where coaches must evaluate cognitions, behaviors, and appraise stressors, 
responses, and employ coping mechanisms to maintain homeostasis and demand expert 
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performances from themselves and others. Coach roles vary according to a myriad of 
contextual factors as well as with athlete and individual characteristics, such as age, 
gender, and experience level. Unlike practitioners in most other fields, youth sport 
coaches often do not have extensive formal training or highly structured work 
environments that provide clear examples of how they should frame their role as a coach, 
or manage the problems associated with coaching (Wiersman & Sherman, 2005). This 
type of situation leaves youth sport coaches largely on their own to construct their 
approach to coaching, and to find their own support structure, resources, and coaching 
philosophy (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004). Psychological, social, economic, educational, and 
political issues evidently contribute to the phenomenon of coach stress. A coach of a 
local youth sports team is in a position of considerable responsibility and under pressure 
to achieve results. They often have to juggle time constraints from work, family, and 
coaching (O'Connor & Beenie, 2010). 
Beyond the difficulty of retaining youth coaches, and the high turnover rate of · 
many youth and high school coaches, several investigations have supported the position 
that college coaching is highly stressful. Most recently, Kelley & Baghurst (2009); 
Olusoga et al. (2010); and Frey (2007) have noted that college coaching is a highly 
stressful profession with withdrawal among coaches becoming an increasingly prominent 
concern. Giges and colleagues (2004) further note that stress ih college coaching may 
take many forms, due in part to the many roles a coach assumes. · 
According to Giges and colleagues (2004), college coaches often find themselves 
as performers, educators, administrators, leaders, planners, motivators, negotiators, 
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managers, and listeners. In other organizational settings such as business, medicine and 
education, stress has been driven largely by: work load, job qualifications, performance 
evaluations, organizational structure, responsibility, authority ambiguities, role conflict, 
lack of knowledge, and lack of responsibility. These stressors have been found to have 
an effect on both job satisfaction and job performance (Woodman & Hardy, 2001). The 
coach as a major figure within the sport context is likely to assume many of the 
organizational stress factors inherent in the sport context. 
In Frey ' s (2007) qualitative investigation, she found that coaches who constantly 
interact with a variety of people including athletes, parents, other coaches, athletic 
directors, and game officials, experience high levels of occupational stress. Such sources 
of stress include time demands, recruiting, winning/losing, and personal and interpersonal 
interactions. Coaches noted stressors as increasing the likelihood of leaving the 
profession of coaching. As Frey notes, coaches are often mistakenly seen simply as 
"problem solvers" with little stress, rather than those who can succumb to stress. This 
assumption might explain why coaches' experience of stress within the unique culture of 
sport has not been studied in depth (Frey, 2007; Olusoga et al., 2009). 
Gill and Kelley (1993) also note that college coaching is extremely stressful, and 
that many of the stressors unique to coaching may contribute to withdrawal, lack of 
retention, and burnout. These likely antecedents of stress in college teacher-coaches 
include continuous and often emotionally volatile interactions with players, the pressures 
of producing a winning team, handling defeat, long hours spent planning, practicing, 
traveling, and recruiting, hassles with scholarships and eligibility, pressure from media 
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coverage, and dealing with the expectations of parents and booster clubs. The notion of a 
teacher-coach speaks to the youth sport coach, for whom, in most cases, his or her role as 
a coach is secondary to a primary job. In a subsequent study (1994), Kelley found 
balancing personal responsibilities and coaching responsibilities, lack of resources, 
pressure to win, limited time, and the pressure to be a role model as significantly 
associated with burnout and withdrawal. 
Beyond youth, high school, and college coaches, Olusoga et al. (2009) engaged in 
extended research exploring coaches' experiences of stress within the organizational 
culture of world-class sport. They identified a diverse range of stressors. Such stressors 
included: conflicts, pressure and expectations, managing competition, athlete concerns, 
coaching responsibilities, competition preparation, organizational management, 
sacrificing personal time, and isolation. In a follow-up study of world-class coaches, 
Olusoga et al. (20 1 0), note that stress negatively affects coaches' thoughts, behaviors, and 
emotions. Several coaches described the negative consequences of emotional and mental 
fatigue , and a sense of reduced enjoyment. Many interviews with elite junior coaches of 
identified a small portion of parents as problematic and overbearing, creating extra 
challenges for the coaching role (Gould, Lauer, Rolo, Jannes & Pennisi, 2008; Jowett & 
Timson-Katchis, 2005; Olugosa, Butt, Maynard & Hays, 2010). 
As noted by Olusoga et al. , (2010), in their study of world-class coaches. When 
the demands of a situation outweigh the resources one has to handle the situation, the 
result is negative stress. A negative stress reaction occurs when an individual appraises 
the demand as threatening and acknowledges that personal resources are insufficient to 
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satisfy the given demand (Lazarus, 1999; Tashman, Tenenbaum, & Eklund, 2010). The 
effect is exacerbated when stress continues over a significant period of time (Fletcher & 
Scott, 2010), and one such negative response to prolonged stress in coach literature is the 
notion of withdrawal or burnout (Gill & Kelley, 1993). Withdrawal from coaching as a 
result of stress has severe implications for the development of expertise in coaching, and 
highlights the difficulty in retaining coaches (Kelley, 1994) . 
Burnout 
Burnout is a response to the chronic emotional strain of dealing extensively with 
other human beings, particularly when they are troubled, and it can be considered a form 
of job stress (Maslach, 1981 ). Burnout has been characterized as a multidimensional 
syndrome indicative of feelings of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization and a 
reduced sense of personal accomplishment about one's work (Maslach & Jackson, 1981; 
Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). Such withdrawal has been seen as a by-product of prolonged 
stress that can result in negative consequences such as absenteeism, insomnia, fatigue, 
and aggressive or passive feelings. With higher levels of burnout, an individual may 
become susceptible to substance abuse and psychosomatic illness, develop a negative 
self-concept, and exhibit poor work performance. In the extreme, burned out individuals 
may become dysfunctional or leave the profession entirely. Clearly these negative 
consequences can influence the services provided by helping professionals such as 
coaches (Gill & Kelley, 1993). Negatively perceived events occurring over a period of 
time lead to negative physiological responses such as emotional exhaustion, 
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depersonalization, loss of interest in work, difficulties in interpersonal relationships, and 
deteriorating physical condition (Malinauskas, Malinauskas, & Dumciene, 201 0). 
Several research investigations indicate that withdrawal from sport and coaching, 
results from high stress, which is influenced by various personal, situational, and 
environmental factors (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). Burnout has been well researched in 
sport coach literature. In coaching, burnout can be defined as a negative outcome of 
prolonged stress associated with the coaching role (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
O ' Connor and Beenie (2006) theorize that psychological, social, economic, 
educational, and political issues contribute to the phenomenon of coach withdrawal. A 
coach of the local youth sport team is in a position of considerable responsibility and 
under pressure to achieve results. They often have to juggle time constraints from work, 
family, and coaching. Additionally, they may have to deal with issues such as parent 
harassment, drugs, and racial or sexual vilification. Overall, the prevailing situation 
suggests that youth sport coaches are being asked to take on increasingly more 
responsibilities (Giges et al., 2004) thereby experiencing considerable stress and burnout 
from increased work demands, excessive workload, conflicting roles, and high 
expectations to satisfy everyone' s needs. 
Coping 
Coping is a multidimensional self-regulation construct that represents the 
constantly changing behavioral and cognitive mechanisms used to manage the ongoing 
internal and external demands of a specific stressful episode (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
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Coping has been proposed as an essential factor to understand why some people perform 
better than others (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). 
Coping is intimately related to the concept of cognitive appraisal and, hence, to 
the stress relevant person-environment transactions. This definition contains the 
following implications: (a) coping actions are not classified according to their effects 
(e.g., as reality-distorting), but according to certain characteristics ofthe coping process. 
(b) The process encompasses behavioral as well as cognitive reactions in the individual. 
(c) In most cases, coping consists of different single acts and is organized sequentially, 
forming a coping episode. Thus, coping is often characterized by the simultaneous 
occunence of different action sequences and, hence, an interconnection of coping 
episodes. (d) lastly, coping actions can be distinguished by their focus on different 
elements of a stressful encounter (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, pg. 233-235). People can 
attempt to change the person-environment realities behind negative emotions or stress 
(problem-focused coping). They can also relate to internal elements and try to reduce a 
negative emotional state, or change the appraisal of the demanding situation (emotion-
focused coping). 
Several researchers have conceived coping as one of many self-regulatory 
processes that provides an individual with the capacity to modulate thoughts, affects, and 
behaviors over time and across changing environments (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 
Compas, Connor- Smith, Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001 ). Research indicates 
that athletes use a wide variety of coping strategies to manage the stress associated with 
sport competitions (Hardy et al., 1996). 
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Although labeled differently across conceptual models, two dimensions have been 
proposed quite systematically: task-oriented (problem and emotion focused coping and 
disengagement-oriented (avoidance) coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Skinner, Edge, 
Altman, & Sherwood, 2003). These dimensions are based on the distinction between 
approach and avoidance coping (Roth & Cohen, 1986). 
Compas et al. (2001) classified coping strategies within (a) task-oriented, (b) 
distraction-oriented, and (c) disengagement -oriented dimensions of coping. Coping 
within the task-oriented coping dimension contains coping strategies aimed directly at 
managing stress (e.g., mental imagery, effort expenditure, and relaxation)(Skinner et al., 
2003). Coping strategies that are classified as distraction-oriented coping direct the 
attention to umelated aspects ofthe sport competition (e.g., mental distraction and 
distancing). Disengagement-oriented coping strategies allow athletes to disengage 
themselves from attempts to strive for their personal goals (e.g., withdrawal and venting 
of emotions). This three-level higher-order classification of coping has been widely used 
in the sport psychology literature (Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002; Nicholls, Polman, Levy, 
Borkoles, 2010). 
A recent systematic review by Nicholls and Polman (2007) revealed that over 
80% of coping studies in the sport domain were strongly influenced by the process-
oriented model of coping (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The notion of process centers 
on the unfolding flow of behaviors, affects, and cognitions within a constantly changing 
transaction between the person and the environment. In that regard, coping and stress are 
defined as transient or momentary states that may vary across time and across different 
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situations (Gaudreau, Nicholls & Levy, 2010). 
Lazarus (1999) contends that coping is not always effective, and asserted that 
when coping is ineffective, the level of stress is high; however, when coping is effective, 
the level of stress is apt be low. Lazarus has acknowledged that more effective copers 
might extend themselves more, creating more stress than would ineffective copers. That 
is, people who perceive that they can cope more effectively with stress may actually 
experience more stress, because they enter situations that may be stressful rather than 
avoiding such situations (Nicholls et al., 2010). 
Within the sport psychology literature, the study of coping is an emerging 
discipline, with researchers initially attempting to describe the coping attempts of athletes 
(Nicholls & Ntoumanis, 201 0). As stress appears to be an inherent aspect of athletic 
performance (Nicholls, Backhouse, Polman & McKenna, 2009), it is essential that 
athletes and coaches cope with the stress they encounter to reduce or circumvent the 
negative effects of stress on performance (Haney & Long, 1995). 
Acknowledging that elite coaches experience a broad array of stressors, little is 
known about how coaches actually cope with such stressors. Research addressing this 
gap is essential if researchers are to develop interventions to help coaches cope more 
effectively. Literature searches have revealed only a small handful of studies examining 
coping strategies (Frey 2007; Olusoga et al., 2010; Levy, Nicholls, Marchant, & Polman, 
2009) among coaches. Findings indicate cognitive strategies (e.g., positive reappraisal), 
emotional strategies (e.g., social support, visualization), and behavioral strategies (e.g., 
preparation, and undertaking exercise) as frequently employed by college and elite 
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coaches in order to manage stressors. 
Regardless of whether they work in recreational or competitive sport, or receive 
remuneration for their endeavors, coaches encounter a wide range of demands that 
accompany their role within the sport industry. Not only do they have the technical 
aspects of sports instruction to consider, they also must negotiate the increasing 
managerial and administrative duties associated with modem coaching. For those who 
operate at the higher levels of sport, the pressures typically intensify in a results 
orientated culture that requires considerable investment of time and resources in the 
search for the competitive edge (Fletcher & Scott, 201 0). 
McCann (1997) has noted that it is easy for athletes to recognize when their 
coaches are experiencing strain, and that this might have a detrimental influence on 
athletes' confidence. It is clear that stressors can have a negative impact, not only on the 
coaches encountering them but also, indirectly, on their athletes. Nicholls and Polman 
(2007) note that performers must be able to cope with stressors to perform well and to 
make sport a satisfying experience. They fmiher suggest that expanding the study of 
coping effectiveness to a wider population, such as coaches, may help further develop a 
better understanding of the construct in sport. The effects of stress as perceived by these 
coaches, and the coping strategies they use are vital in developing an understanding of 
their overall stress experiences. (Olusoga et al., 2010). 
The Coaching Issues Survey 
Considering that this dissertation is interested in validating the proposed model of 
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the Youth Coaching Issues Scale (YCIS), it is extremely important to review in great 
detail, the development and research based on the Coaching Issues Survey (Kelley & 
Baghurst, 2009), which serves as the foundation for the YCis. · The YCIS being analyzed 
in this investigation was developed entirely from the Coaching Issues Survey (CIS), and 
exploratory analysis ofthe YCIS as developed from the CIS was analyzed through a pilot 
study by the main author and Naylor (In Preparation) on 453 youth ice hockey coaches. 
The 30 question original CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009) was modified with permission 
from Kelley and Baghurst for use with a youth sport coach sample, and an additional 
dimension/factor was added, and labeled "parent and community" making the modified 
YCIS 37-questions. 
The CIS (Appendix A) was designed to assess sport/coaching-specific sources of 
stress within the athletic environment of collegiate coaches. Exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis revealed a four-factor structure with a sample of collegiate 
basketball coaches. The four separate, but related subscales of Win-Loss, Time-Role, 
Program-Success, and Athlete-Concerns demonstrated high internal consistency and 
good stability over time. The CIS has shown to be predictive of stress appraisal and 
slightly predictive of burnout, providing evidence for construct validity as a 
personal/situational variable within the current theoretical conceptualizations of the stress 
and burnout process (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Initial development of CIS consisted of structured in-depth personal interviews, 
and a survey packet containing measures of: basic demographic characteristics, the 
perception of stress within the coaching environment (Hunt, 1984), perceived burnout 
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(Maslach Burnout Inventory, Ed Fmm; developed by Schwab, 1986), and symptoms of 
burnout (questions derived from Smith's model ofburnout in the athletic environment). 
The 60-item Degrees of Stress Scale (DSS) developed by Hunt (1984) served as the 
foundation for the CIS. Hunt's instrument was developed through feedback from 
coaches at all collegiate competitive levels. Respondents rated the degree to which each 
item producedstress in their coaching situation using a 5-point Like1i scale with anchors 
of no stress (l) to extreme stress (5). The DSS repmiedly assesses 14 different stressor 
categories including: interpersonal relations, psychological pregame pressure, pressure to 
win originating from outside the college/ university, pressure to win originating from 
administration of the college/university, internal pressure to win, career development, 
game management, rewards, locus of control, factors affecting the game, intrarole 
conflict, budget, recruiting, and support (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
In developing the CIS, the DSS was reduced from 60 to 32 items by eliminating 
items that were conceptually inconsistent, and not a source of stress for coaches. The 
means and standard deviations for each item were further calculated, and if the item mean 
was below 2.5 , indicating slightly less than moderate stress, the item was eliminated. The 
total of the original60 items correlated with the reduced total ofthe 32 remaining items (r 
= .98, F(1,13) = 291.13, p < .01) demonstrating that little information was lost by 
reducing the length of the instrument. It was, how·ever. important to make sure the 
primary stressors previously identified were all incorporated into the new CIS. To 
accomplish this, based on the open-ended sections ofthe questionnaire and in-depth 
interviews, several existing items' wordings were modified, four items that were very 
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similar in content were deleted. and four new items were constructed. The new items 
' . 
covered facility use, career interfering with family and/or social life, substantial hours 
spent working each day, and being a source of help to athletes. The modifications, 
deletions, and the four additional new items generated the CIS as a 32-item scale. 
Stress is hypothesized to lead to burnout (e.g., Maslach & Jackson, 1986) and Kelley and 
Baghurst (2009) felt verifying a relationship between the DSS items (and subsequently 
CIS items) and the MBI becomes important for providing information relative to the 
validity of the instrument. Pearson conelations between the total score for the 60-item 
DSS and the three dimensions of burnout were: Emotional Exhaustion (EE) = .57, 
F(1,13) = 5.22, p < .05 ; Depersonalization (DP) = .66, F(1,13) = 8.52, p < .05; and 
Personal Accomplishment (PA) =-.56, F(1,13) = 4.96, p < .05. Pearson correlations 
between the total score for the remaining 32 DS items and the three dimensions of 
burnout were: EE = .53 , F(l , 13) = 4.25, p < .06; DP = .63, F(l,13) = 7. 19, 
p < .05; and PA =-.57, F( l ,l3) = 5.23, p < .05. Thus, there was a moderate relationship 
between both the original 60-item DSS and the reduced 32-item CIS and the three 
dimensions of burnout with the exception of emotional exhaustion for the reduced DSS. 
The moderate relationship between the DSS (original 60-items and reduced 32-items) 
provided initial validation (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Furthem1ore, all of the coaches interviewed considered stress and burnout 
significant problems within the profession, and all had experienced burnout at one time or 
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another during their careers. However, they also expressed the view that burnout 
probably occurs toward the end of every season to a greater or lesser degree and exists as 
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a temporary condition. The coaches agreed that once the season ends, and they have had 
the oppmiunity to step away, burnout tends to recede. Thus, a conceptualization of 
burnout as cyclical, in addition to being an end-state, may be more appropriate for 
coaches and deserves further investigation (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
The next phase of the investigation (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009) examined 
individual items and the instructions for completion for the new 32-item CIS. The second 
pilot sample included 52 Division III collegiate head coaches from a variety of spmis. A 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .89 indicated that the scale demonstrated seemingly good 
internal consistency (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). However, no consistent (more than 
one coach) new responses were provided, and no new items were developed. Face 
validity was tentatively established. 
A final sample of 300 male and 300 female head basketball coaches were 
identified via the National Association of College Coaches Directories. Ofthe 600 
survey packets sent out, 292 were returned. A concern in the continued development of 
the CIS was to determine whether the scale was multidimensional and if so, to determine 
the underlying factor structure. The scale initially demonstrated strong internal 
consistency (phase two) suggesting a one-factor structure; however, a single factor 
structure might only capture the overall or general stress perceived from a combination of 
issues related to coaching. Given the emergence of primary themes or stressors within 
phase one, it was logical to assume the CIS might be multidimensional and to examine 
that potential multidimensionality of the survey. Several di±Ierent factor analysis 
extractions and rotations (orthogonal and oblique) were examined. The results ofthe 
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principle factor extraction analysis with varimax rotation yielded the most consistent, 
interpretable, and meaningful results. An eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater was used to 
initially determine the number of factors (four), which likely represented the underlying 
structure ofthe scale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983; Tatsuoka, 1988; Kelley & Baghurst, 
2009). 
Principal factor extraction with varimax rotation indicated that 30 out of the 32 
items loaded greater than .40 (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988) on one of the four extracted 
factors . Two items did not load on any factor. The four factors appeared distinguishable 
and meaningful accounting for 51% of the variance in the data. The items that loaded on 
factor one were issues that surround winning and losing (Win-Loss Issues-WL). Issues 
related to the time required to fulfill the role of collegiate coach and potential conflicts 
involved in that role characterized the second factor (Time-Role Issues-TR). The third 
factor contained issues critical to an athletic program's success and plam1ing (Program-
Success Issues-PS) and the items loading on factor 4 involved concerns related to 
interactions and working with athletes (Athlete-Concerns Issues-AC). The four factors 
were logical based on the findings provided by previous research efforts in the 
examination of stress and burnout in coaching and the phase one and two samples used in 
CIS scale development (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
A confirmatory factor analysis was performed, and the 30 retained items of the 
CIS were inputted on the fom-factor target pattern identified by the results from the 
exploratory factor analysis. Principal component analysis using procrustes rotation 
specifying four factors confi1med the a priori specified factor structure, with a total 
45 
1: 
variance accotmted for by the four factors as 51.42%. Alpha coefficients calculated to 
determine the internal consistency ofthe four factors of the CIS were: Win-Loss (8 items 
= .87), Time-Role (9 items = .87), Program-Success (7 items= .81), and Athlete-
recommendation of .70 suggested by (Nunnally 1978; Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Coaches appeared to experience the most stress from issues related to winning 
and losing and the least stress from issues surrounding athletes concerns. Additional 
construct validity is provided by the fact that the four CIS subscales were moderately 
correlated with indices of burnout, perceived stress, teacher-coach role-conflict, and 
slightly correlated with social supp01i satisfaction. The CIS subscales should have a 
positive relationship to both stress and burnout if the survey is in fact assessing those 
issues that cause coaches concern, and potentially increase stress levels and eventually 
lead to burnout. Multiple regression analyses were used to examine the ability of the CIS 
factors to predict perceived stress. The combination of the predictor variables of Win-
Loss, Time-Role, Program-Success, and Athlete-Concerns were fow1d to be quite 
predictive (R2 = .37, F(4, 270) = 39.61 , p < .01 ) of perceived stress (Kelley & Baghurst, 
2009). 
These results are in accordance with Smith' s (1986) conceptualization that 
personal/situational variables influence the appraisal of stress, which influences burnout. 
Multiple regression analyses were used to examine the ability of the CIS factors to 
predict burnout over and above the influence of perceived stress. Stepwise regression 
analyses, controlling for the influence of perceived stress, indicated that CIS factors were 
able to add only slightly to the prediction of all dimensions of burnout. 
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The lack of meaningful contributions to the prediction ofburnout by CIS factors, over 
and above perceived stress, suggests that the conceptualization of the CIS factors as 
personal/situational variables within the present understanding of stress and burnout in 
the athletic (and other) environment is accurate. Personal/situation variables (CIS) 
directly influence stress, and in turn, indirectly (through stress) influence burnout (Kelley 
& Baghurst, 2009, pg. 382). 
As Kelley and Baghurst (2009) note, to further tmderstand the role that stress and 
burnout play in the lives of coaches, we first need to be able to accurately assess and 
identify the issues that may serve as the antecedents. The development of a 
sport/coaching specific instrument such as the CIS is important to future research in this 
area. It should be used in research with a variety of coaching populations to provide 
additional and ongoing psychometric information and its use as an integral part of 
research designs is encouraged (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
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Table 2 
Summary of Items and Exploratory & Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Four-Factor Solution-
Coach Issues Survey (CIS) 
Item Factor 
Win-Loss 
1. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by 
a close score. 
2. Placing pressure on myselfto win 
3. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by 
a large margin 
4. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose by 
a close score. 
5. Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest 
6. Momentum turning against my team in a contest 
7. Handling defeat 
8. The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing team 
are evenly matched 
Time-Role 
9. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibilities 
10. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
duties 
11. Not having enough time for myself 
12. My career as a coach interfering with family and/or social life 
13. The traveling required to recruit quality athletes 
14. Not having enough time for recruiting 
15. Substantial number of hours spent working in a day 
16. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
duties 
17. Not reaching my coaching goals 
Program-Success 
18. Budget Limitations hampering recruiting 
19. Other sports or events conflicting with my team's use of facilities 
20. Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and support staff 
21. Inadequate travel budget for contests with competitive teams 
22. Not knowing the criteria by which I will be judged 
23. Being unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful 
24. Being concerned that my players might not return to school the next term 
Athlete Concerns 
EFA CFA 
Loading Loading 
(N=292) (N= 135) 
.75 .53 
.59 .71 
.72 .50 
.74 .50 
.44 .69 
.65 .80 
.57 .60 
.78 .62 
.67 .74 
.62 .58 
.75 .89 
.67 .70 
.45 .52 
.72 .56 
.75 .79 
.69 .86 
.41 .42 
.66 .77 
.61 .52 
.48 .45 
.67 .75 
.44 .59 
.48 .42 
.44 .41 
25. Understanding my athletes ' emotional responses and motivations .62 .60 
26. Personality conflicts with my players .82 .58 
27. Making decisions which are not popular with my players .71 .58 
28. Being a source of help to my athletes .48 .54 
29. Injury to one of my starters or top players .58 .67 
30. Players ' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or game plan .45 .41 
Note. Chart created from information from the Coaching Issues Scale (CIS) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
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The Youth Coach Issues Scale: Exploratory Pilot Analysis 
A pilot study by Martin & Naylor (In Preparation) was developed on 453 youth 
spmi coaches in the New England area. In running a pilot investigation on youth sport 
coaches, the author and Naylor adapted and modified the Coaching Issues Survey with 
permission from Kelley and Baghurst (2009), to the Youth Coach Issues Scale (YCIS) 
(Appendix B), an instrument designed to assess specific sources of stress within the 
athletic environment of youth sport coaches. 
While the stressors in a youth sport coach's life may share similarities with those 
of college coaches, modifications and additions to the scale were necessary to account for 
the nature of volunteer sport coaching (Raedeke, 2004; Gould et al., 2006; 2008; 
O' Connor & Beenie, 2010, Busser & Caruthers, 2010) . . The original CIS (Kelley & 
Baghurst, 2009) assessed four factors of stress in regard to college coaches: win-loss, 
time-role, program success, and athlete concerns. An additional factor (comprised of 
seven questions) was added to the CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009), and labeled "parent 
and community" stressors, to give the YCIS a five-factor structure (win-loss, time-role, 
program success, parent-community, and athlete concerns). Although not a major area of 
concern in college coaching, parents and community have been shown to be a source of 
concern in youth sport (Beenie & O'Connor, 2006; Smoll et al., 1993; McCallister & 
Kolandbrander, 2000). 
An additional seven items were created from a literature review, and expert 
analyses to represent the additional category of parent-community, adding face validity to 
the scale. The wording of additional items was similar to the wording of the original 30-
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question CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009), allowing for consistent language throughout the 
instrument. The final survey consisted of 37-questions (with 30 questions identical to the 
original CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009), and 7 questions representing the new factor of 
parent-community) with respondents rating the degree to which items produce stress in 
their specific coaching role, using a 5-point Likert-type scale. Anchors ranged from no 
stress (1) to extreme stress (5). The scale assessed five different factors associated with 
stress and/or coach issues. These included: win-loss (issues surrounding winning and 
losing), time-role (issues related to time required to fulfill the role of youth coach and 
potential conflicts involved in that role), program-success (issues critical to an athletic 
program' s success and planning), athlete-concerns (issues related to interactions and 
working with athletes), and parent-community (issues related to interactions and working 
with parents, and potential conflicts with community) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
·The internal structure of the YCIS pilot study was assessed using a principal 
components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. Principal components factor analysis 
was used for its ability to identify underlying constructs or factors among large numbers 
of items, and to assure that modification of an extra factor were sound. In adding an 
exploratory fifth factor of "parent and community" to the original CIS (Kelley & 
Baghurst, 2009), the factor structure changed. A scree plot was used to obtain 
eigenvalues for each factor. Factors having eigenvalues over 1.0 were retained, 
determining a five-factor solution. The five-factor solution represents stress factors for 
youth coaches: 1. Win-Loss, 2: Time-Role, 3. Program Success, 4. Athlete Concerns, and 
5. Parent-Community. 
so 
.. 
The five factors accounted for 50.54% of the variance. A cut off score of 0.40 
was used to determine statistically relevant questions. Questions with correlation scores 
less than 0.40 were discarded. After assessing alpha scores of 0.40 or higher, factors 
were assessed for their conceptual and theoretical meaningfulness. An additional three 
questions were dropped, leaving the final instrument with 33-questions. Only one 
question from the original CIS (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009), (question# 18, budget 
limitations hampering recruiting) , was dropped due to its initial lack of conceptual 
meaning for the youth coaching environment. Table 3 shows the factor loadings for the 
revised 33-item scale. 
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Table 3 
Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis With Varimax Rotation ofThe YCIS 
Item 
33. The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing team are 
evenly matched 
17. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by a 
close score 
21. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by a 
large margin 
25 . The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose by a 
close score 
19. Placing pressure on myself to win 
29. Momentum turning against my team in a contest 
18. Injury to one of my starters or top players 
20. Being unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful 
30. Handling defeat 
*28. Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest 
26. Negative attention from parents 
2. Personality conflicts with parents 
8. Making decisions which are not popular with parents 
3 7. Parental expectations to win a contest 
22. Understanding parents' emotional responses and motivations 
31 . Not being able to have adequate parental support 
4. Negative attention from the community 
* 12. Making decisions that are unpopular with my players 
13. My work as a coach interfering with family and/or social life 
35. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching duties 
7. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching duties 
10. Not having time for myself 
34. Substantial number of hours coaching in a week 
3. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibilities 
24. Not being able to field a full team on a regular basis 
5. Other sports or events conflicting with my team's use of facilities 
28. Inconsistent judgment" calls during a contest 
32. Resource limitations hampering success 
6. Personality conflicts with my players 
11. Inadequate travel budget for contests with competitive teams 
23 . Players ' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or game plan 
9. Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and support staff 
**27. Being concerned that my players might not return next season 
36. Being a source of help to my athletes 
1. Understanding my athletes ' emotional responses and motivations 
16. Being a source of help to parents 
* 14. Not reaching my coaching goals 
**15. Not knowing the criteria by which I will be judged 
Note. *Items discarded due to their lack of conceptual meaning. 
**Items discarded due to their <.40 alpha score. 
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.794 
.788 
.784 
.775 
.715 
.570 
.535 
.505 
.414 
.402 
Factor Loading 
2 3 4 5 
.800 
.734 
.722 
.616 
.609 
.603 
.469 
.453 
.770 
.756 
.729 
.721 
.624 
.621 
.652 
.624 
.522 
.521 
.498 
.462 
.440 
.402 
.353 
.753 
.717 
.588 
.445 
.367 
Cronbach' s alpha was calculated to determine the dimensionality and 
homogeneity oftest items on the YCIS, and resulted in a value of a=0.908. The internal 
consistency of each factor resulted in the following reliability scores: win-loss (a=0.87), 
time-role (a=0.83), program success (a=0.77), athlete concerns (a=0.68), and parent-
community (a=0.82). The internal consistency of this five-factor solution is similar to 
that of Kelley and Baghurst's (2009) original four-factor solution on the CIS: Win-Loss 
(a=0.81), Time-Role (a=0.87), Program-Success (a=0.81), and Athlete-Concerns 
(a=0.78). 
The Present Study: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of The YCIS 
Little attention has been given to understanding the issues or stressors youth sport 
coach's face (O'Connor & Beenie, 2010). As Kelley and Baghurst (2009) note, empirical 
investigations have been hampered by the lack of a psychometrically sound instrument 
with which to assess common core issues in coaching. Such an instrument has the 
potential to increase the knowledge base surrounding coach stressors, a step toward 
further understanding the phenomenon of coach withdrawal, and generate constructive 
practices to help coaches who may be stressed. The current data provides good 
preliminary evidence that the YCIS is a reliable and valid measure of potentially 
problematic or stressful issues among youth coaches, where exploratory factor analysis 
suggests that the 33-item scale contains a meaningful and consistent five-factor structure. 
To further confirm the role of stress in the lives of coaches within the youth sport 
domain, there is a need to further accurately assess, and identify the issues which may 
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serve as the antecedents of youth coach stress (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). How youth 
coaches appraise and re-appraise particular stressors over time, is an important aspect of 
coach education, and the development of a youth sport coach specific instrument such as 
the YCIS is important to future research. Further understanding of the large volunteer 
base of youth sport coaches may be vital for sport operations and in fostering the growth 
and development of sport (Cuskelly, Taylor, Hoye, & Darcy, 2006). 
This dissertation will take the initial pilot study YCIS of Martin and Naylor (In 
Preparation), based on the work of the CIS (Kelley and Baghurst, 2009) and seek to 
confirm the validity and reliability of the scale, while also determining the nature of 
stress, coping, and burnout in a sample of 1,005 youth sport coaches. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
The following method section will describe the 1,005 youth sport coaches in this 
sample with relevant descriptive and frequency data. A review of the measures used in 
this study: The Youth Coach Issues Survey (Martin & Naylor, In Preparation); The 
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981); The Perceived Stress Scale 
(Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983); and the Coping Function Questionnaire 
(Kowalski & Crocker, 2001), are presented. A procedure for the cunent study is 
outlined, before ending with a review of the relevant research questions, hypotheses, and 
statistical analyses for this investigation (see Table 5: Dissertation Questions, 
Hypotheses, and Analyses). 
Participants 
In order to be eligible to coach/instruct in any regular-season activities (practices, 
clinics, games, tournaments, try-outs, etc.), state, district, regional playoff, national 
championships or in the USA Hockey Player Development Programs, all ice hockey 
coaches as well as instructors of USA Hockey programs shall be registered annually as 
individual participants of USA Hockey for the current season. USA Hockey has five 
certification levels (L 1 Initiation, L2 Associate, L3 Intermediate, L4 Advanced, L5 
Master) (www.usahockey.com). 
The participants in this study (see Table 4) were 1,005 youth ice hockey coaches 
who attended coach education clinics within the northeast United States. 52.3% of 
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coaches were attending a L1 clinic, 25.1 %were attending a L2 clinic, and 22.2% were 
attending a L3 clinic. All participants were identified as coaching in a USA Hockey 
identified level (house, recreational, mite, squirt, peewee, bantam, midget, high school). 
Participants ranged from 18 to 60 years old with a mean age of 41.77 (SD=6.8). 
Coaching experience ranged from zero to one year (n=244, 31 %) to 35 years (n=1, .1 %). 
Mean coaching experience was 4 years (SD=4.2), with mean level currently coaching U-
10 (squirt). 89.8% of coaches were coaching athletes under the age of 12. 27% coach U-
8 (mites), 37% coach U-10 (squirt) , 20% coach U-12 (peewee). 10% of coaches played 
recreational hockey, pick-up, or pond hockey, 46% played in high school, 26% played in 
college, and 2.8% played professional hockey, while 5.6% of coaches had no prior 
playing experience. 96% of coaches surveyed were male. 98.5% of coaches report as 
Caucasian, .2% as African American, .5% as Spanish, and .7% as Asian. 93.2% of 
respondents have children, and of that percentage, 91.4% play hockey. 
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics of Coaches: Demographic Variable Frequencies and Percentages 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
Male 956 95.1 
Female 41 4.1 
Ethnicitv 
White 839 98.6 
Black 2 .2 
Hispanic 4 .5 
Asian 6 .7 t 
Level Certified 
Initiation 495 52.3 
Associate 238 25.1 
Intermediate 210 22.2 
Advanced 4 .4 
Hi;?hest Level Played 
None 53 5.6 
Youth 80 8.4 
Men' s League 100 10.5 
High School 439 46.1 
College I 254 26.7 
Pro I 27 2.8 
Level Currently Coachin;? 
None 4 .4 
Instructional 45 4.7 
Mite 258 27.2 :--- I Squirt 353 37.2 
Peewee 192 20.2 
Bantam I 69 7.3 -~ 
High School I 27 2.8 
College I 1 .1 
Children I i 
Yes I 936 93.2 
f-~0 68 6.8 
Children Play Hockey 
Yes I 916 91.4 
No I 86 8.6 
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Measures 
Youth Coach Issues Scale 
The Youth Coach Issues Scale (YCIS) (Appendix C) as developed from the 
Coaching Issues Survey (CIS) (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009) is an instrument designed to 
assess specific sources of stress within the athletic environment of youth sport coaches. 
The scale consists of 33-questions with respondents rating the degree to which items 
produce stress in their specific coaching role, using a 5-point Likert-type scale. Anchors 
range from no stress (1) to extreme stress (5) . The scale assesses five different factors 
associated with stress and/or coach issues. These included: win-loss (issues surrounding 
winning and losing), time-role (issues relateci to time required to fulfill the role of youth 
coach and potential conflicts involved in that role), program-success (issues critical to an 
athletic program's success and planning), athlete-concerns (issues related to interactions 
and working with athletes), and parent-community (issues related to interactions and 
working with parents, and potential conflicts with community). 
Cronbach' s alpha was calculated to determine the dimensionality and 
homogeneity of test items on the YCIS, and resulted in a value of a=0.908. The internal 
consistency of each factor resulted in the following reliability scores: win-loss (a=0.87), 
time-role (a=0.83), program success (a=0.77), athlete concerns (a=0.68), and parent-
community (a=0.82). The five factors accounted for 50.54% of the variance 
Perceived Stress Scale 
The perceived Stress Scale (PSS) (Appendix D) is the most widely used 
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psychological instrument for measuring the perception of global stress (Cohen et al., 
1983). The PSS is a 10-item measure of the degree to which situations in one's life are 
appraised as stressful. Items were designed to tap how unpredictable, uncontrollable, and 
overloaded respondents find their lives. The scale also includes a number of direct 
queries about current levels of experienced stress. The PSS was designed for use in 
community samples with at least a junior high school education. The items are easy to 
understand, and the response alternatives are simple to grasp. Moreover, the questions 
are of a general nature and hence are relatively free of content specific to any 
subpopulation group. The questions in the PSS ask about feelings and thoughts during 
the last month. In each case, respondents are asked how often they felt a certain way 
(Cohen & Williamson, 1988). 
The scale was designed as a broad, subjective measure of stress appraisal. . Items 
are assessed on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from zero (never) to four (very 
much). For each of the ten items, respondents were asked to indicate how often, in the 
past month, they had felt or thought a certain way (Cohen et al. , 1983). 
Cohen et al. (1983) reported internal consistency of .84 in a college sample, .85 in 
a psychology student sample, and .86 in a smoking-cessation sample. Kelley and Gill 
(1993) reported internal consistency of .84 for the measure in a sample of collegiate 
teacher-coaches. Cohen et al. (1983) provided evidence for predictive validity with 
health outcomes and visits to health centers in a sample of college freshman (Tashman et 
al., 201 0). 
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Maslach Burnout Inventory 
The Maslach Burnout Inventory- Educators Survey (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 
1996) (Appendix E), is a widely used version of the original Maslach Burnout Inventory 
(MBI; Maslach et al., 1996) modified for use with populations working in educational 
settings. The only modification of items in the MBI-ES has been to change the word 
"recipient" to "student." The 22-item MBI FormES consists of three subscales 
measuring emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and lack of personal accomplishment. 
The 9-item emotional exhaustion subscale assesses feelings of being emotionally 
overextended and exhausted by one' s work. The five items in the depersonalization 
subscale describe an unfeeling and impersonal response toward recipients of one's care, 
service, treatment, or instruction. The subscale of personal accomplishment contains 
eight items that assess feelings of competence and successful achievement in one's work 
with people. All three subscales use a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 
6 (occurring every day) to measure the frequency of experiencing feelings of burnout. 
Burnout is conceptualized as a continuous variable, ranging from low to moderate to high 
degrees of experienced feeling. It is not viewed as a dichotomous variable, which is either 
present or absent. A high degree of burnout is reflected in high scores on the emotional 
exhaustion and depersonalization subscales and in low scores on the personal 
accomplishment subscale. An average degree of burnout is reflected in averages scores 
on the three subscales. Finally, a low degree of burnout is reflected in low scores on the 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization subscales arid in high scores on the personal 
accomplishment subscale. 
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Scores are considered high if they are in the upper third of the normative 
distribution, average if they are in the middle third and low if they are in the lower third. 
Furthermore, the scores for each subscale are considered separately and are not combined 
into a single, total score. Thus, three scores are computed for each respondent. Validity 
for the MBI was demonstrated by several ways. The MBI scores were conelated with 
behavioral ratings, presence of certain job characteristics, and with measures of outcomes 
hypothesized to be related to bumout. The reliability coefficients for the MBI subscales 
are reported to be . 90 for Emotional exhaustion, . 79 for Depersonalization, and . 71 for 
Personal Accomplishment (Maslach et al., 1996). Also validity and reliability have been 
well documented for coaches (e.g., Kelley, 1994; Kelley, Eklund, & Ritter-Taylor, 1999; 
Kelley & Gill, 1993; Vealey, Udry, Zimmerman, & Soliday, 1992). 
This inventory was modified to increase face validity for coaches by changing 
"students" to "students/athletes" and "work" to "coaching". Earlier research has shown 
that this change in wording had no effect on the psychometric properties of the scales 
(Kelley, 1994; Keiley et al., 1999; Kelley & Gill, 1993; Price & Weiss, 2000; V ealey et 
al., 1992; Vealey, Hayashi, Gamer-Holman, & Giaccobi, 1998). 
Coping Function Questionnaire 
Coping functions used to manage stressful situation were measured using the 
problem, emotion, and avoidance focused subscales of the Coping Function 
Questionnaire (CFQ; Kowalski & Crocker, 2001) (Appendix F). This measure was 
originally developed for adolescents, but has been used successfully with adults (e.g., 
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Allen, Greenlees, & Jones, 2011; Han ton, Neil, Mellalieu, & Fletcher, 2008). It contains 
18 items divided into three scales used to assess the coping functions of problem focused, 
emotion-focused, and avoidance coping. The problem, emotion, and avoidance focused 
subscales contain six, seven, and five items respectively and are scored on a five point 
Likert- type scale ranging from not at all to very much. An example problem-focused 
coping item is, "I did my best to change the situation." An example emotion-focused 
coping item is, "I worked through my emotions in order to feel better." Kowalski and 
Crocker (2001) found support for the internal consistency (.83-.84) and convergent and 
divergent validity of using the CFQ in a study with adolescent athletes (Poliseo & 
McDonough, 2012). 
In searching for a coping scale to use in this line of research, a key question to 
answer is whether coping strategies should be assessed at global or specific levels. More 
specific coping strategies, such as those in the Brief COPE (Carver, 1997), may be too 
situation specific to address the basic coping questions put forth in this inquiry, may be 
sample specific, and may vary as a function of a specifi_s; stressor (Kowalski & Crocker, 
2001). The notion of general dimensions for a coping scale have theoretical appeal with 
connection to Lazarus's stress and coping models, of which the conceptual framework for 
this study is based (1986; 1991 ). 
In working through the literature and relevant questions for this inquiry, it seems 
that the CFQ will be a beneficial measure of general coping functions. The Brief COPE 
(Carver, 1997) assesses 14 different coping behaviors: (self-distraction, active coping, 
denial, substance use, use of emotional supp011, use of instrumental support, behavioral 
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disengagement, venting, positive reframing, planning, humor, acceptance, religion, and 
self-blame) a person may have in response to a specific situation, and is more specific in 
nature than this inquiry intends to be. Future work may benefit from the use of the Brief 
COPE to understand detailed accounts of coaches coping mechanisms. Further, the 
COPE and Brief COPE have spent most of their existence as a clinical tool, and the 
author, does not recommend a particular way of generating a dominant coping style for a 
give person (Carver, 1989; 1996). 
Procedure 
With Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, and informed consent obtained, 
coaches were recruited at USA Hockey Coach Education Clinics via convenience 
sampling. After enrollment, participants were briefed on the study and asked to complete 
a survey packet. The survey packet can be found in Appendix G. It was made clear that 
participation was voluntary and that participants could withdraw from the study at any 
point. Each survey took participants 10 to 15 minutes to complete, and investigators 
collected surveys during each clinic day. 
Dissertation Questions, Hypotheses, & Analyses 
The following inquires will be assessed to determine a confirmatory analysis of 
the YCIS, and to assess stress, burnout and coping in youth coaches (See Table 5): 
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Table 5 
Dissertation Questions, Hypotheses, and Analyses 
Question Hypothesis Analysis 
Inquiry #1 
Is the Youth Coach Exploratory factor analysis and Confmnatory factor 
Issues Scale valid confirmatory factor analysis will have analysis, correlation 
and reliable? similar factor structure. matrix, alpha levels. 
Inquiry #2 
What is the nature of Stress in this sample of coaches will be Descriptive analyses, 
stress in this youth similarly related to the pilot study of frequencies, mean 
sport coach sample? Ma1tin and Naylor (In Preparation) scores. 
(Time-role, program success as high 
stressors, win-loss as least stressful. 
Stress will increase as level and 
experience increases. 
Inquiry #3 
How does level of Burnout is related to stress, the nature or Hierarchical 
coaching stress and strength depends upon the level of regression and 
amount of coping cop mg. interaction effects. 
used predict burnout? 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
The following results section will start with a presentation on scale development 
for the Youth Coach Issues Scale. Confirmatory factor analysis with description of the 
model setup, model fit, and factor loadings for subscale and individual items will be 
discussed. Construct validity by means of convergent and divergent validity is presented. 
The nature of stress in this sample of youth sport coaches is highlighted, with results from 
main effects and interaction variables of stress and coping and their effect on youth sport 
coach bumout. 
Youth Coach Issues Scale Validation 
Conflirmatory Factor Analysis 
The first step in confirming the exploratory factor analysis (EF A) of Martin and 
Naylor' s (In Preparation) YCIS, was to use Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) through 
Mplus Version 5 (Muthen & Muthen, 2007), using maximum likelihood (ML) estimation 
(Hoyle & Panter, 1995). Both EFA and CFA are statistical techniques used to reduce the 
number of observed variables into a smaller number of latent variables by examining the 
co variation among the observed variables. EF A, traditionally, has been used to explore 
the possible underlying factor structure of a set of observed variables without imposing a 
preconceived structure on the outcome. By performing EF A, the underlying factor 
structure is identified. Confirmatory factor analysis (CF A) on the other hand is a 
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statistical technique used to verify the factor structure of a set of observed variables. 
CF A is theory driven, allowing the researcher to test the hypothesis that a relationship 
between observed variables and their underlying latent constructs exists for a particular 
factor structure (Schreiber, Stage, King, Nora, & Barlow, 2006). 
Following Martin and Naylor (In Preparation) five latent variables were specified 
that corresponded with each of the five sub factors (See Table 3). Each latent variable 
specified shows the corresponding items: factor one: win-loss (#'s 33 , 17, 21 , 25 ~ 19, 29, 
18, 20, 30); factor two : parent-community (#'s 26, 2, 8, 22, 31, 4); factor three: time-role: 
(#'s 13, 35, 7, 10, 34, 3) factor four: program-concerns; (24, 5, 28, 32, 6, 11 , 23, 9); and 
factor five: athlete-concerns (36, 1, 16). 
In order to assess how well the model fit the data, three fit indices were used: the 
chi- square, the comparative fit index (CFI), and the root mean square enor of 
approximation (RMSEA). Several articles (Hu & Bentler, 1999; MacCallum, Browne, & 
Sugawara, 1996; Yu, 2002) note the use of these specific fit statistics for one-time 
analyses with CF A. The chi-square test has traditionally been used as an assessment of 
overall model fit, yet, has shown to be problematic with large data sets, specifically with 
a sample size greater than 400 (Hu & Bentler, 1995; Hoyle & Panter, 1995). In cases 
with a sample size over 400 participants, the chi-square is almost always significant, 
indicating a poor fit regardless of the model. As such, research suggests using other fit 
indices (Keeny, 2003; 2011). Currently, statistical suggestions note including both a 
measure of incremental fit, and a measure of absolute fit. Incremental fit, determines 
how well the model fits the proposed model, while absolute fit detetmines how poor the 
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model fits the proposed model (Keeny, 2003; 2011). For an incremental measure of 
model fit, the CFI was used. For the absolute measure of fit, the RMSEA with a 90 
percent confidence interval was used. Both the CFI and the RMSEA are well recognized 
and widely used measures of model fit for confirmatory factor analyses (MacCullum, 
1995; Schreiber et al., 2006). 
The first model run in Mplus Version 5 included all of the items in Martin and 
Naylor ' s EFA with all32 items (See Table 3). Analysis however, showed that the CFA 
indicated item #3 7: parental expectations to win a contest, as not statistically loading on 
any ofthe five specified sub factors (factor loading= .22). Alpha scores greater than .40 
were used as a cut-off score for its ability to show moderate to high relationships among 
factors. Further examination of Martin and Naylor's (In Preparation) EFA indicated that 
this particular item had low factor loadings there as well . As such, this one item was 
eliminated from the specified model and the CF A was rerun. Dropping question #3 7 
from the analysis has no impact on the estimated factor loadings or fit statistics. 
In accordance with Mac Cullum (1995); Schreiber et al. (2006); Keeny (2003; 
2011); Hu and Bentler (1995); and Hoyle and Panter (1995), the final specified model 
(See Table 3) fit the data well: X 2=2165.71,p<.01; CFI= 0.88; RMSEA= 0.059, 90% CI 
=0.056-0.061. Even though the chi-square was large and significant, this is one ofthe 
limitations in using the chi-square as a fit indice with large samples, as it will show 
poorly fitting model indices with pmiicipants over 400. The CFI (0.88) is slightly lower 
than the recommended adequate level (0.90), yet it is still well within an acceptable level. 
The RMSEA indice (.059) is well below .08, which makes it a good fit to the data. 
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Ideally the RMSEA should be below .05, however, if it is below .08 it is within 
acceptable levels, particularly ifthe upper limit of the 90% CI is below .08, which is the 
case here 0.061; (Hoyle & Panter, 1995; Hu & Bentler, 1995; Yu, 2002; Keeny, 2003; 
2011). 
After assessing the model setup, and the model fit though EF A and CF A, factor 
loadings determining each factor were analyzed. Item loadings for each factor are 
located in Table 3. All five factors specified were supported through the model 
hypothesis. In particular, all nine items expected to load onto factor one: win-loss [#'s 
33(.782), 17(.769), 21(.784), 25(.783), 19(.712), 29(.695), 18(.544), 20(.569), 30(.563)] 
loaded properly. Each of these items had a factor loading of .056 or higher. Six ofthe 
seven items loaded onto factor two: parent-concerns [#' s 26(.794), 2(.672), 8(.707), 
22(.721 ), 31(.679), 4(.535)], with the exception of question #37 : parental expectations to 
win a contest. Each of these items had a factor loading of .053 or higher. All six factor 
items loaded appropriately on factor three: time-role: [#'s 13(.675), 35(.851), 7(.747), 
10(.654), 34(.669), 3(.587)]. Each of these had a factor loading of .058 or higher. Factor 
four accounted for all eight questions set forth: [#' s 24(.506), 5(.418), 28(.588), 32(.599), 
6(.522), 11(.455), 23(.623), 9(.496)]. Each ofthese items had a factor loading of .41 or 
higher. Factor five accounted for the three questions set forth: [#'s 36(.730), 1(.542), 
16(.705)]. Each of these items had a factor loading of .54 or higher. 
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Table 6 
Summary of Items and Exploratory & Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Five-Factor Solution-
Youth Coach Issues Survey (YCIS) 
Item Factor 
Win-Loss 
33 . The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing team 
are evenly matched 
1 7. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by a 
close score 
2 1. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win by a 
large margin 
25. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose by a 
close score 
19. Placing pressure on myself to win 
29. Momentum turning against my team in a contest 
18. Injury to one of my starters or top players 
20. Being unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful 
30. Handl ing defeat 
*28. Inconsistent j udgment calls during a contest 
Parent-Community 
26. Negative attention from parents 
2. Personality conflicts with parents 
8. Making decisions which are not popular with parents 
***37. Parental expectations to win a contest 
22. Understanding parents ' emotional responses and motivations 
31. Not being able to have adequate parental support 
4. Negative attention from the community 
* 12. Making decisions that are unpopular with my players 
Time-Role 
13. My work as a coach interfering with family and/or social life 
35. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching duties 
7. Not successfully fulfi ll ing my responsibilities outside of my coaching duties 
10. Not having time for myself 
34. Substantial number of hours coaching in a week 
3. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibilities 
Program-Concer·ns 
24. Not being able to field a full team on a regular basis 
5. Other sports or events contlicting with my team's use of facilities 
28. Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest 
32. Resource limitations hampering success 
6 . . Personality conflicts with my players 
11. Inadequate travel budget for contests with competitive teams 
23. Players' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or game plan 
9. Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and support staff 
**27. Being concerned that my players might not return next season 
69 
EFA CFA 
Loading Loading 
.794 .782 
.788 .769 
.784 .784 
.775 .783 
.715 .712 
.570 .695 
.535 .544 
.505 .569 
.414 .563 
.402 
.800 .794 
.734 .672 
.722 .707 
.616 
.609 .72 1 
.603 .679 
.469 .535 
.453 
.770 .675 
.756 .851 
.729 .747 
.721 .654 
.624 .669 
.621 .587 
.652 .506 
.624 .41 8 
.522 .588 
.521 .599 
.498 .522 
.462 .455 
.440 .623 
.402 .496 
.353 
';; 
Athlete Concerns 
36. Being a source of help to my athletes 
1. Understanding my athletes ' emotional responses and motivations 
16. Being a source of help to parents 
*14. Not reaching my coaching goals 
** 15. Not knowing the criteria by which I will be judged 
Note. Factors: W-L (Win/Loss) P-C (Parent/Community) T-R (Time/Role) P-S 
(Program/Success) A-C (Athlete/Concerns) 
*Items discarded due to their lack of conceptual meaning in EFA 
**Items discarded due to their <.40 alpha score in EFA 
***Items not significant in CFA 
.753 
.717 
.588 
.445 
.367 
To determine the dimensionality and homogeneity oftest items on the YCIS 
.730 
.542 
.705 
CF A, (See Table 4) alpha levels were calculated. The analysis yields good reliability 
coefficients. Overall reliability of the YCIS was high, with a value of a= 0.933. The 
internal consistency of each factor resulted in the following reliability scores: win-loss 
(a=0.886), time-role (a=0.849), program success athlete concerns (a=0.690), and parent-
community (a=0.841). Win-loss, parent-community, and time-role factors all have 
strong reliability levels. Program-success factor is lower than others with (a=0.759), but 
still within acceptable leveis. Athlete-concerns (a=0.690), is slightly below acceptable 
levels, however given the number of items, (n=3 ), the level is adequate to acceptable. In 
scale development, reliability coefficients are intimately tied to the number of items 
within a factor, where the more items in a factor, the stronger the reliability (Cortina, 
1993). 
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Table 7 
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Alpha Levels of Scale Factors 
Factor Mean S.D. a 
YCIS W-L 1.75 .634 .886 
P-C 2.11 .719 .841 
T-R 2.33 .808 .849 
P-S 1.96 .587 .759 
A-C 2.00 .645 .690 
Overall 2.03 .540 .933 
PSS Overall 1.45 .587 .612 
MBI PA 4.06 1.13 .850 
EE 1.69 1.11 .892 
DP .725 .802 .645 
Overall .803 
CFQ PFC 3.62 .754 .855 
EFC 3.48 .729 .841 
AFC 2.34 .958 .895 
Overall .868 
Note. YCIS (Youth Coach Issues Scale): W-L=Win-Loss, P-C=Parent-Community, T-R=Time-
Role, P-S=Program-Success, A-C=Athlete-Concerns, Total=Total Score 
PSS (Perceived Stress Scale) 
MBI (Maslach Burnout Inventory): PA=Personal Accomplishment, EE=Emotional Exhaustion, 
DP= Depersonalization 
CFQ (Coping Function Questionnaire): PFC=Problem Focused Coping, EFC=Emotion Focused 
Coping, AFC=Avoidant Focused Coping 
Convergent and Divergent Validity 
CFA replicated and confirmed the analyses of Martin and Naylor (In Preparation). 
Thus far, it has been shown that the data fit well: items load on all factors that they 
should be loading on, and each of the sub factors, and overall scale are reliable. The final 
step in the CFA is assessing how well all ofthe sub factors are cmTelated with each other. 
If all sub factors are tapping issues of coach stress, they should theoretically be strongly 
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correlated with each other. The next step in establishing further construct validity of the 
YCIS, is through examination of correlations among all of the subscales. Convergent 
validity was assessed using the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) and Maslach Burnout 
Inventory (MBI), which has three subscales, measuring personal Accomplishment (P A), 
depersonalization (DP), and Emotional Exhaustion (EE). If the YCIS is measuring what 
it should be, (stress surrounding the youth sport coach role), one would expect strong 
positive correlations between the PSS and EE and DP subscales of the MBI and strong 
negative conelations with P A. As shown in (Table 7), a significant, positive correlation 
was found between the YCIS and the PSS overall (0.387). In addition each of the sub 
factors ofthe YCIS show significant, positive correlations with the PSS (r's =0.251-
0.405). Both EE (0.370) and DP (.252) are significantly conelated with overall YCIS 
Score, as are each of the sub factors. In terms of P A, results were slightly mixed. The 
overall YCIS was negatively conelated as expected with a weak conelation (-0.077). 
Although there is a significant correlation, it is very weak and likely because of the large 
sample size in this study, caution should be used in interpreting it. However not all the 
sub factors were conelated with PA, win-loss (-0.07) parent-community (-0.066) AC (-
0.075) all had weak negative correlations, but time-role (-0.036) and program-success(-
0.059) did not. Although the sub factors are mixed, overall the YCIS is negatively 
correlated with P A as expected. 
In terms of divergent validity, the Coping Function Questionnaire (CFQ) 
composed of problem focused coping, emotion focused coping, and avoidant focused 
coping was used. unlike convergent validity where strong correlations yield strong 
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validity, divergent validity looks to assess the absence of correlations, looking for no 
correlation or a weak correlation, if the scales are working properly. 
Again, as can be seen in Table 7, problem focused coping is not correlated with 
any sub factors on the YCIS. Emotion focused coping is not correlated with the overall 
score with win-loss (-0.050) time-role (-0.04) or program-success (-0.038), however it 
does have a weak negative significant correlation with parent-community (-0.068) and 
athlete-concerns (-0.079). Avoidant function coping and the overall YCIS has a weak to 
very little correlation, as can be seen with parent-community (0.029), time-role (0.032), 
program-success (.029), and athlete-concerns (0.019), however it has a weak positive 
correlation with win-loss (.066). Overall the YCIS is not correlated with the Coping 
Function Questionnaire. These analyses establish divergent validity. Convergent and 
divergent validity has been shown through the above analyses. 
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Table 8 
Correlation Matrix: YCIS, PSS, MEL CFQ Factors 
Factor YCIS PSS MBI CFQ 
- -
W-L P-C T-R P-S A-C Total PSS PA EE DP PFC EFC AFC 
· --.- - - -YCJS W-L I .522** .412** .670** .521 ** .767** .298* * -.077* .244** .243** -.046 -.050 .066* 
P-C I .456** .599** .706** .824** .251 ** -.066** .274** .209** -.033 -.068* .029 
T-R I .534** .460** .743** .405** -.036 .40 I** .185** .016 -.004 .032 
P-S I .6 10** .840** .283** -.059 .267** .178** .011 -.038 .029 
A-C 1 .819** .283** -.075* .258** .186** -.033 -.079* .019 
Total I .387** -.077* .370** .252** -.020 -.058 .043 
PSS Total I -.310** .561** .352** -.103** -.056 .186** 
MBJ PA 1 -.104** -.179** .365** .338** -.165** 
EE I .527** -.035 -.039 .177** 
DP 1 -.075* -.063* .204** 
CFQ PFC 1 .671 ** .007 
EFC 1 .124** 
AFC 1 
Note. **Correlation significant at the 0.01 level, *Correlation significant at the 0.05 level 
YCIS (Youth Coach Issues Scale): W-L=Win-Loss, P-C=Parent-Community, T-R=Time-Role, P-S=Program-Success, A-C=Athlete-
Concerns, Total=Total Score 
PSS (Perceived Stress Scale) 
MBl (Maslach Burnout Inventory): PA=Personal Accomplishment, EE=Emotional Exhaustion, DP=Depersonalization 
CFQ (Coping Function Questionnaire): PFC=Problem Focused Coping, EFC=Emotion Focused Coping, AFC=Avoidant Focused Coping 
Nature of Coach Stress 
A general linear model ANOVA was run, and the overall model showed 
significant differences in stress factors on the YCIS, F(1 ,1004) = 88. 56, p<O.OJ . A post 
hoc pairwise comparison using a BonfeiToni cmrection showed time-role as the most 
stressful self-report factor and win-loss as the least stressful factor in this set of youth 
sport coaches. Beyond time-role, stress is highest on average among parent-community, 
athlete-concerns, and program-success. Significant statistical differences at the p <.01 
level were found among factor one: win-loss, and all other variables, factor two: parent-
community, and all other variables, factor three: time-role, and all other variables, factor 
four: program-success, and all other factors except athlete-concerns, factor five : athlete 
concerns, and all other factors except athlete-concerns. The nature of stress can be seen 
in Table 9, with means, standard deviations and coiTelations for the five stress factors . 
Table 9 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for The YCIS Five-Factor Structure 
Descriptive Stats Correlation Matrix 
Factor Mean I S.D. Level I Years Exp. I Age 
W-L 1.75 .634 .095** .052 -.028 
P-C 2.11 .719 -.03 .057 .010 
T-R 2.33 .808 .019 .023 .074* 
P-S 1.96 .587 .076* .013 -.027 
A -C 2.00 .645 -.03 .029 -.032 
Note. **Correlation significant at the 0.01 level, *Correlation significant at the 0.05 level 
Youth Coach Issues Scale: W-L=Win-Loss, P-C=Parent-Community, T-R=Time-Role, P-
S=Program-Success, A-C=Athlete Concerns 
Factors: Level (1 ,2,3: USA Hockey certified level (Spearman), Years Experience, Age 
(Pearson)). 
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Examination of demographic variables and the YCIS sub factors suggest that 
coach developmental factors impact stress levels. Although the years of experience a 
coach bring to the playing field displayed little impact on the five stress factors of the 
YCIS, age, competitive level, and level certified through USA Hockey appear to shape 
the perceived nature ofthe stress by coaches. 
Correlation analyses suggest that as level certified through USA Hockey (Level 1 : 
Initiation, Level2: Associate, Level 3: Intermediate, Level4: Advanced, LevelS : Master) 
increases, there is statistical significance for an increased amount of stress surrounding 
win-loss (r=.066,p=<.Ol ). Seemingly, the greater the experience a coach has, the more 
stressful winning and losing and program success become. The independent variable of 
age (in number of years) also shows statistical significance with stress. As age increases 
in this sample there is evidence for an increased amount of stress surrounding time-role, 
(r=.074. , p <.OS) . Although athlete-concerns and parent-community are significant 
factors of stress in this sample, con·elation analyses suggest no significant associations 
with time-role, level currently coaching, or level ce1iified. This seems to suggest that 
parent and athlete-concerns are a source of stress for both novice and experienced 
coaches. Although these correlations are statistically significant, there may be a weak 
relationship due to the large sample size in this investigation, which may be sensitive to 
picking up statistically insignificant correlations. Thus, these results should be 
interpreted with caution. 
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Table 10 
!Mean Stress and Standard Deviations for Level Currently Coaching 
Factor YCIS Overall W/L PIC T/R P/S A/C 
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
None (n=4) 2.17 (.66) 1.78 (.65) 2.42 (.52) 2.54(1.1) 1.89 (.59) 2.25 (.88) 
f---- · 
Instructional (n=45) 1.83 (.54) 1.57 (.72) 1.98 (.72) 1.95 (.62) 1.79 (.61) 1.89 (.65) 
·-· 
Mite (n=258) 2.00 (.53) 1.62 (.60) 2.12 (.72) 2.39 (.83) 1.86 (.56) 1.99 (.63) 
- --- - --- - ·-------- - - ---- -- ---
Squirt (n=353) 2.04 (.52) 1.78 (.63) 2.12 (.69) 2.32 (.79) 1.98 (.58) 2.02 (.65) 
-·-··- - ---- -·- --
Peewee (n=192) 2.08 (.56) 1.81 (.63) 2.15 (.75) 2.38 (.76) 2.02 (.57) 2.02 (.66) 
- --- -·--·-- · 
Bantam (n=69) 2.01 (.54) 1.85 (.60) 2.01 (.73) 2.14 (.81) 2.12 (.61) 1.93 (.63) 
- ---- - · 
High School (n=27) 2.22 (.61) 2.06 (.67) 2.23 (.77) 2.37 (.89) 2.24 (.71) 2.19 (.79) 
Total (n=949) 2.03 (.54) 1.75 (.63) 2.11 (.72) 2.33 (.80) 1.96 (.58) 2.01 (.65) 
Note. YCIS (Youth Coach Issues Scale): W-L=Win-Loss, P-C=Parent-Community, T-R=Time-Role, P-S=Program-Success, A-
C=Athlete-Concerns 
Table seven shows means and standard deviations for the five stress factors (win-
loss, parent-community, time-role, program-success, athlete-concerns) and overall score 
on the YCIS for the demographic variable of level currently coaching (none, mite, squirt, 
peewee, bantam, high-school, and college). Descriptive analyses suggest three consistent 
trends. The first trend is seen on the overall YCIS score, where stress increases as a 
function oflevel coaching increases (r=.08, p=<.05 ). For example, coaches at the lowest 
level of coaching (instructionallevei) have the lowest level of stress according to the 
YCIS overall score (M=1.83, SD=.66). Each increase in level of coaching increases the 
mean stress score of coaches, ending with the highest level of stress with high school 
coaches (M=2.22, SD=.61 ). A similar trend emerged when examining the stress sub 
factor of win-loss, where stress increases as level coaching increases (r=.147, p=<.Ol) . 
Coaches at the lowest level of coaching have the lowest level of stress surrounding 
winning and losing (M=1.57, SD=.72). Each level a coach increases, the mean scores 
increase, with high school coaching having the highest mean stress in regard to wilming 
and losing (M=2.06, SD=.67). The same trend emerges with program success, for stress 
increases as a function ofievel currently coaching (r=.158, p=<.O 1 ). Instructional 
coaches (M=1.79, SD=.61) have the lowest level of stress in regard to prograni success. 
High school coaches (i\1=2.23, SD=.77), was found to have the highest mean stress score 
surrounding program success. No clear trends emerged with the sub factors of parent 
community, time role, and athlete concerns, with level currently coaching and stress 
level. 
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Predicting Burnout 
The last step in analyzing this sample of youth sport coaches was to examine 
whether the YCIS predicts burnout and whether coping moderates this relationship. 
Three types of burnout and three types of coping were examined. The results of these 
analyses are in (Table 8). In predicting burnout from stress and coping, ordinary least 
squares hierarchical multiple regression was run to assess for the moderator effects 
separately for each criterion (personal accomplishment, emotional exhaustion, and 
depersonalization) (Aiken & West, 1991; Keith, 2006). 
Before running the analyses all scale variables were centered to account for any 
potential multicollinearity among the interaction and main effects (Cronbach, 1987). 
Interaction terms were created by multiplying the participants YCIS score by problem-
focused, emotion-focused, and avoidant-focused coping subscales on the CFQ. The 
below regressions main effect models were first estimated to assess the independent 
association between YCIS, and each coping type on each burnout measure. In step two 
the interaction terms were included with the main effects to assess whether the influence 
ofYCIS on burnout was dependent on coping type. 
Personal Accomplishment 
As seen in Table eight, the main effects regression predicting personal 
accomplishment as a function of YCIS and coping type was significant (F( 4, 955) = 
55.69, p < .01) and accounted for 18.6% ofthe variance in personal accomplishment. 
YCIS was not a significant predictor of personal accomplishment; however, each of the 
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coping types were significant predictors. Higher emotion coping was associated with 
higher personal accomplishment (B = 0.199), as was the case with problem coping as well 
(B = .237). Altematively, higher avoidant coping was associated with less personal 
accomplishment (B = -0.191). 
The second regression that included the interaction terms was also significant 
(F(7, 952) = 32.19,p < .01). However, the inclusion ofthe interaction terms have a 
negligible increase in the amount of variance accounted for in personal accomplishment 
(change in r squared= .002). None ofthe interaction terms were significant. YCIS 
continued to not be a significant predictor as was the case in the main effect model. 
However, all three coping strategies maintained their same relations with personal 
accomplishment in both direction and magnitude. 
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Table 11 
Regression Analyses for Burnout: Personal Accomplishment, Emotional Exhaustion, and Depersonalization 
·-- -
Predict OPS 
YCIS 
EC 
AC 
c 
c 
PC 
YCISxE 
YCISxA 
YCISxP c 
Personal A ccomplishment 
- -- - - -
Step 1 (~) Step 2 (~) 
-0.039 -0.042 
0.199** 0.199 
-0.191** . -0.194 
0.237** .230 
-- -0.01 5 
-- 0.006 
-- -0.038 
55.69** 32.19** 
4,955 7,952 
.189 .191 
-- .002 
Burnout 
Emotional Exhaustion 
-· 
Step 1 (~) Step 2 (~) 
0.0367** 0.0361 ** 
-0.029 -0.022 
0.163** 0.176** 
-0.017 -0.012 
-- 0.035 
-- 0.084* 
-- -0.024 
48.96** 29.87 
4,956 7,953 
.169 .177 
-- .008** 
Note. **Correlation significant at the 0.01 level, *Correlation significant at the 0.05 level 
Depersonalization 
Step 1 (~) Step 2 (~) 
.240** .234** 
-0.047 -0.045 
0.199** 0.206** 
-0.047 -0.049 
-- 0.023 
-- 0.068* 
-- -0.054 
29.09** 17.64** 
4,955 7,952 
.109 .115 
-- .006 
Personal Accomplishment (Mean 4.06, SD 1.12), Emotional Exhaustion (Mean 1.68, SD 1.1 0), Depersonalization (Mean . 729, SD .804) 
... 
Emotional Exhaustion 
The main effects regression predicting emotional exhaustion as a function of 
YCIS and coping type was significant (F(4, 956) = 48.96, p < .01) and accounted for 
16.6% of the variance in emotional exhaustion. YCIS was a significant predictor of 
emotional exhaustion (B =.367). High scores on the YCIS were associated with higher 
emotional exhaustion. In tt rms of emotion coping and problem coping, they were not 
significantly related withEE. Avoidant coping was a significant predictor, with higher 
use of avoidant coping strategies being associated with higher scores on emotional 
exhaustion (B =.163). 
The regression that included the interaction terms was significant (F(7,953) = 
29.87, p <. 01 ) and accounted for 17.7% of EE which was an (. 8%) increase from step one 
and significant. Once again YCIS and avoidant coping had significant positive main 
effects, while emotion and problem coping were not significantly related to emotional 
exhaustion. In addition there was also a significant interaction with YCIS and avoidant 
coping (B =.084). To assess the nature of the interaction effect, three regression lines 
were plotted (see Figure 3), the first regression line represents the relationship between 
stress and emotional exhaustion (burnout) reported at one standard deviation below the 
mean of avoidant focused coping. The second regression line represents the relationship 
between stress and emotional exhaustion (burnout) at the mean level of avoidant-focused 
coping. The third line represents the relationship between stress and emotional 
exhaustion (burnout) at one standard deviation above the mean of avoidant-focused 
coping (Howard, Budge, & McKay, 2010). 
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Figure 3 
(EE burnout) on (YCIS stress) regression with (avoidant function coping) as a moderator 
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In examining Figure 3, one can see the main effects of stress and coping, as stress 
increases, burnout increases. Similarly high levels of avoidant coping strategies result in 
the most burnout. Low levels result in lowest levels of emotional exhaustion. 
As stress increases in this sample, it is associated with more emotional exhaustion 
at higher levels of avoidant coping. The more people use avoidant coping the more 
stress leads to emotional exhaustion burnout, where using avoidant coping amplifies the 
relationship between stress and emotional exhaustion. While the regression that included 
the interaction terms was significant (F(7,953) = 29.87,p <.01), the slopes of the three 
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lines on the graph (see Figure 3) are parallel and similar. Although they are statistically 
significant, they are not necessarily meaningful. 
Depersonalization 
The main effects regression predicting depersonalization as a function of YCIS 
and coping type was significant (F(4, 955) = 29.09, p < .01) and accounted for 10.9% of 
the variance in depersonalization. YCIS was a significant predictor of depersonalization 
(B =.240). High scores on the YCIS were associated with higher depersonalization. 
Emotion coping and problem coping were not significantly related with 
depersonalization. Avoidant coping was a significant predictor (B =.199), with higher use 
of avoidant coping strategies being associated with higher scores on depersonalization. 
The regression that included the interaction terms was also significant (F(7 ,952) 
=17.64,p <.01) and accounted for 11.5% of EE which was an (.6%) increase from step 
one, yet not significant. Once again YCIS (B =.234) and avoidant coping (B =.206), had 
significant positive main effects, while emotion and problem focused coping were not 
significantly related to depersonalization. In addition there was also a significant 
interaction with YCIS and avoidant coping (B =.068). To assess the nature of the 
interaction effect, three regression lines were plotted (See Figure 4), the first regression 
line represents the relationship between stress and depersonalization (burnout) reported at 
one standard deviation below the mean of avoidant focused coping. The second 
regression line represents the relationship between stress and depersonalization (burnout) 
at the mean level of avoidant-focused coping. The third line represents the relationship 
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between stress and depersonalization (burnout) at one standard deviation above the mean 
of avoidant-focused coping (Howard et al. , 201 0). 
Figure 4 
(DP burnout) on (YCIS stress) regression with (avoidant function coping) as a moderator 
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In examining figure five, one can see the main effects of stress and coping, as 
stress increases, burnout increases. Similarly, high levels of avoidant coping strategies 
result in the most burnout. Low levels result in lowest levels of depersonalization. 
As stress increases it is associated with more depersonalization at higher levels of 
avoidant coping. The more people use avoidant coping the more stress leads to 
depersonalization burnout, where using avoidant coping amplifies the relationship 
between stress and depersonalization. While the regression that included the interaction 
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terms was significant (F(7,952) =17.64,p <.01), the slopes of the three lines shown on 
the graph (see Figure 3) are parallel and similar. Although they are statistically 
significant, they are not necessarily meaningful. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
The following discussion section will start with a summary of the results of this 
dissertation. The next portion of the chapter will place the results in the existing 
literature. A future directions. section will follow, with implications, and a conclusion. 
Summary of Present Study 
To further understand the role of stress in the lives of coaches within the youth 
sport domain, there is a need to be able to accurately assess ~d identify the issues which 
may serve as the antecedents of youth coach stress (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). How 
youth coaches appraise and re-appraise particular stressors over time, is an important 
aspect of coach education, and the development of a youth sport coach specific 
instrument such as the YCIS is important for future research. Fruiher understanding of 
the large volunteer base of youth sport coaches may be vital in fostering the growth and 
development of sport organizations (Cuskelly, Taylor, Hoye & Darcy, 2006). As Kelley 
and Baghurst (2009) note, empirical investigations have been hampered by the lack of a 
psychometrically sound instrument with which to assess common core issues in coaching. 
Such an instrument has the potential to increase the knowledge base surrounding coach 
stressors, a step toward further understanding the phenomenon of coach withdrawal, and 
generating constructive practices to help coaches who may be stressed (Kelley & 
Baghurst, 2009). 
87 
The current dissertation data provides strong confirmatory evidence that the YCIS 
is a reliable and valid measure of potentially problematic or stressful issues among youth 
coaches. A meaningful and consistent five-factor structure consisting of: win-loss (issues 
sunounding winning and losing), time-role (issues related to time required to fulfill the 
role of youth coach and potential conflicts involved in that role), program success (issues 
critical to an athletic program's success and planning), athlete community (issues related 
to interactions and working with athletes), and parent-community (issues related to 
interactions and working with parents, and potential conflicts with community) was 
confirmed, giving the sport psychology field a psychometrically sound instrument with 
which to assess common core issues in youth coaching. 
The five-factor structure of the YCIS shows strong psychometric properties 
similar to the original four-factor Coaching Issues Scale (CIS) developed by Kelley and 
Baghurst (2009) on college coaches, and with the exploratory YCIS five-factor model 
initially developed by Martin and Naylor (In Preparation). This confirmatory factor 
structure showed positive correlations with stress and burnout, indicating convergent 
validity. In addition, the scale was not highly related to coping, which was expected, 
indicating divergent validity. Overall, the YCIS is correlating with scales that it should 
be, and against scales it should not be. The last step of the analysis is to assess the utility 
of the scale. 
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The Youth Coach Issues Scale and Youth Sport Coaches 
Coach Stress & Developmental Considerations 
It has been well documented that high school and elite coaches experience stress 
associated with time and role obligations (Kelley & Gill, 1993; Frey, 2007; Olusoga et 
al., 2009). The data from this sample of coaches expands the understanding of time, role, 
and program stressors to include youth coaches. Not only are time and role obligations, 
and program demands, a perceived scressor to coaches in this sample, they are the 
greatest source of stress. This fmding suggests that time and role obligations are 
universally stressful for coaches regardless oflevel coaching. Beyond programmatic 
concerns, athletes and parents are a moderate stressor, while winning and or losing is the 
least stressful factor. As noted in the results section, although coach stress and 
developmental con-elations in this investigation are statistically significant, there may be 
a weak relationship due to the large sample size in this investigation, thus, conclusions 
should be interpreted with caution in future practice. However, this information 
corresponds with the findings of Martin and Naylor (In Preparation), and adds to the 
depth of coach stress research at the youth level. 
Even though, winning and losing has been noted as severely stressful for college, 
and elite coaches (Kelley, 1993; Frey, 2007; Olusoga et al., 2009; 2010) it appears that 
winning and losing is less of a concern at lower levels of competition in this data set. 
The data suggests a sense of evolving stress associated with winning and losing, and 
program success as level cunently coaching increases. Lower level coaches displayed 
the lowest mean stress scores associated with winning and losing, while higher level 
89 
·~ 
·t 
coaches displayed the highest mean stress scores surrounding winning and losing. 
Paralleling this finding, the data suggests a sense of evolving stress associated with 
winning and losing, and program community with the factor of level certified with USA 
Hockey (Level 1: Initiation, Level2: Associate, Level 3: Intermediate, Level4: 
Advanced, Level 5: Master). As level certified increases, coaches find them selves 
significantly more stressed surrounding the factors ofwinning and losing and program 
community. This correlates strongly with Kelley and Baghurst's (2009) findings that 
winning and losing, becomes more of a concern for experienced coaches, when the 
pressure of building, maintaining, and sustaining a sport program increases. 
It seems that, with experience comes personal expectation. Although winning and 
losing may be less of a factor at lower levels of youth sport, there remains a need to 
educate coaches on managing the stress to win and succeed specifically at the higher 
levels of youth sport. Coaches are both teachers and game-time managers striving for 
victories, yet at times these two roles can appear at odds, and challenge the coach to make 
difficult decisions. Striving toward the explicit goal of winning games can not only 
inhibit a players development; coaches that fail to appreciate the playing to win mentality 
at certain levels of competition similarly under serve athletes (Naylor, 2006). 
According to Gould & Carson (2008), perception and cognitive appraisal may 
influence stress levels of coaches in regard to perceived conflict between the desire to 
teach life skills and the pressure of outside expectations to produce a winning team 
(Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Gould & Carson, 2008). The greater the perceived mismatch 
between the demands on a person and the resources available, the greater the resulting 
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stress response, including physiological, psychological, and emotional responses 
(Lazarus, 1990). In an article by Naylor (2006) , the author notes that in order to 
successfully balance the tension between coaching to win and coaching for learning, one 
must reflect on the developmental needs of younger and older athletes, in an attempt to 
understand what leads to athletic excellence. Coaches reflecting on the developmental 
needs of young and advanced athletes, while tmderstanding what leads to athletic 
excellence, may help coaches navigate their role successfully. Balancing coaching to win 
and coaching for learning is a certainly a developmental issue coaches must understand, 
and although various sports and ages differ slightly in their developmental needs, long-
term vision about an athletes training is essential to ensme success (Naylor, 2006; Balyi 
& Hamilton, 2000; Bompa, 2000). Long-term perspective forces coaches, athletes, and 
parents to be patient and make decisions together to benefit the entire spmi environment. 
Successful ly developing athletes, nurturing the developmental needs of youth, and 
wim1ing games is an artful process, demanding coaches to be patient, be good teachers, 
have a sound coaching philosophy, and be reflective (Naylor, 2006). 
A fmiher developmental finding from this sample of 1,005 youth ice hockey 
coaches surrounds the stressor of time and role, where as age increases in this sample of 
coaches, time and role concerns significantly increase. Pastore's research (1991) found 
that the most commonly cited reason for NCAA Division I coaches to leave their 
profession was a Jack of time with family and friends. In a subsequent study, two-year 
college coaches claimed that time demands and the resulting interference with personal 
obligations was the most likely reasons for quitting the profession (Pastore, 1992). 
91 
·'<: 
According to coaches in Frey's (2007) study of Division I coaches, wanting more free 
time, and interference with family life where two sources of stress that would increase the 
likelihood of leaving the coaching profession. 
Even though some coaches may have more experience in the coaching domain, 
they may not necessarily have greater stress management resources to deal with the ever-
changing demands of their work. In a sense, experienced youth coaches in this sample 
are more like professional coaches, where winning and losing becomes crucial to 
personal and organizational success, and dealing with program logistics becomes more of 
a challenge. It does not appear that the intensity of stress changes or disappears from a 
coach's life, instead the type of stress changes depending on the developmental level one 
is coaching. With this said, it is important for individual coaches at coaching clinics to 
hear about the perceived stressors of their counterparts. Future work within coach 
education clinics should include areas of stress management, time management, and 
appropriate education on aspects of winning and losing. Future educators will begin to 
employee individual coaches with the awareness and skills necessary to deal with 
perceived sources of stress with such an approach. 
Coach Withdrawal 
In the sport context, stress and coping are increasingly recognized as being 
impmiant to athletes' and coaches ' performance and subsequent retention (Gaudreau, 
Nicholls, & Levy, 201 0). It is increasingly accepted that the impact of anxiety on sport 
performance and long-term outcomes depends largely on the coping strategies athletes or 
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coaches use to manage stressful situations (Gould, Eklund, & Jackson, 1993; Gould, 
Finch, & Jackson, 1993; Holt & Hogg, 2002; Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). Depending 
on whether the strategies are considered adaptive and functional , or, conversely, 
maladaptive and dysfunctional, can mitigate or exacerbate the impact of stress (Crocker, 
Kowalski, & Graham, 1998), and lead to withdrawal (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009; Kelley, 
1993). The inability to effectively cope with stress can affect both physical performance 
and psychological wellbeing (Lazarus, 2000; Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1999), where 
effective coping is expected to result in favorable outcomes, and ineffective coping has 
no effect or negative outcomes (Folkman, 1992). 
As a final analysis in this investigation, the YCIS was shown to be an effective 
predictor of burnout. Specifically youth coach stress was positively associated with 
emotional exhaustion (feelings of being emotionally overextended and exhausted by 
one 's work) and depersonalization (an unfeeling and impersonal response toward 
recipients of one's care, service, treatment, or instruction). Results showed that the effect 
of stress on bumout was dependent on coping mechanisms. Specifically, interaction 
analyses showed that stress was a particularly salient predictor of emotional exhaustion 
and depersonalization for individuals that were more likely to use avoidant coping 
strategies. Higher emotion and problem coping was associated with higher personal 
accomplishment (feelings of competence and successful achievement in one's work with 
people). Conversely, higher avoidant coping was associated with the perception ofless 
personal accomplishment. 
In this investigation, problem focused coping and emotion focused coping have 
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been shown to lead to favorable outcomes for youth coaches, increasing perceptions of 
personal accomplishment, while avoidant coping has shown to be predictive of negative · 
outcomes, leading to the potential of higher perceived levels of burnout. A voidance 
coping is represented by strategies such as mental and behavioral disengagement and 
denial, and has been associated with fewer positive outcomes for users (Skinner et al., 
2003; McDonough, 2012). Compas and Worsham (199 1) and Folkman (1991; 1992) 
note that coping is more effective when there is an appropriate match between control 
appraisals and coping functions employed (Folkman, 1991 , 1992). 
Specifically, a goodness-of-fit model stipulates that when stressors are perceived 
as controllable, problem focused coping strategies (strategies directed toward the stressor: 
information seeking, planning, or goal setting) are most effective because they can be 
used to change the stressful sii-uation and alleviate the problem (Levy et al., 2009). 
Conversely, when people appraise a low level of control, emotion-focused strategies 
(strategies directed at regulating emotional distress: deep breathing, acceptance, wishful 
thinking) should be more effective because they can be used to manage affective 
reactions when the stressful encounter itself cannot be altered (Levy et al., 2009). If 
people persistently use problem-focused strategies to attempt to alleviate a stressor over 
which they do not have control, they will be engaged in a futile effort, and may 
experience maladaptive outcomes. Employing emotion-focused strategies to deal with a 
stressful situation over which one has personal control will not result in actions to solve a 
problem that could possibly otherwise have been effectively managed (Folkman, 1992). 
Problem and emotion-focused strategies are often used together to combat the same 
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stressor; therefore, it is expected that in situations of high control, relatively greater use of 
problem-focused strategies will be more effective, and in situations oflow control, 
relatively greater use of emotion-focused strategies will be more effective (Folkman, 
1992; Poliseo, McDonough, 2012). 
Although, the current investigation and past research suggests the use of problem 
and emotion focused coping strategies for coaches in stressful situations over the use of 
avoidance coping strategies, it has been shown that athletes and coaches use an array of 
coping techniques. In a (2009) longitudinal study by Levy and colleagues on an elite 
coach, 70 coping strategies were used over a 28-day period including problem, emotion, 
and avoidant coping strategies. Some ofthe most common coping strategies included: 
preparation, self-talk, social support, and communication. Frey (2007) and Olusoga et al. 
(2009) similarly found that coaches used a variety of strategies to deal with the varying 
demands of stress. This notion of an array of coping techniques suppmis Lazarus and 
Folkman' s conceptual framework ( 1984 ), that coping deals with personal and situational 
factors and should be viewed as a shifting process that is constantly changing (Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984). In support of this, a range of problem-focused, emotion-focused, and 
avoidant coping strategies will likely be needed to deal with coaching demands, and has 
been employed by coaches in Frey (2007), Olusoga et al (2009) and Levy et al. ' s (2009) 
work. 
According to Gould ( 1993) and Hardy (1996), there is no "best" way to cope 
under all conditions. A failure to account for individual differences in the coping process 
has direct implications for unsuccessful stress management programs, and may explain 
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the lack of success of "canned" stress management interventions with athletes and 
coaches (Lehreer & W oolfook, 1993; Singer & Davidson, 1991; Anshel & Anderson, 
2002). In order for coaches to perform optimally, especially when encountering 
demanding situations, it is imperative that they are able to cope effectively (Levy, 
Nicholls, Marchant, Polman, 2009). The best attempt at coping education may be to 
educate coaches on the stress and coping process (person-situation match, person-
environment match) while building awareness in coaches about what may be most 
effective for them in a specific situation, not necessarily what works better or worse all 
the time for everyone (Levy et al., 2009). Although it was found in this study that 
avoidant coping mechanisms lead toward burnout, while emotion and problem focused 
coping mitigated the role of burnout, coaches and organizations need to understand that 
there is no clear coping response that is better than another. Successful coping often has 
to deal with a match between the person and situation. 
An important aspect of mitigating youth coach withdrawal may be helping 
coaches perceive (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) that they have effective resources/coping 
mechanisms to meet the coaching fields ever-changing demands. From an organizational 
standpoint, USA Hockey and other coach education leaders in the youth sport domain, 
should educate their coaches on the stress and coping process, which may have real 
implications for coach retention. It is possible that effective resources may allow coaches 
to more positively respond to situational demands and be less likely to leave the coaching 
profession because of stress (Lazarus, 1991; 1992; Frey, 2007; Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Positive experiences with stress (eustress) and effective coping strategies to manage 
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stress may help explain coaches' relatively positive experiences with stress and provide 
support for the convention that perception (in the form of appropriate coping strategies) 
acts as a mediator between sources of stress and burnout (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 
Frey, 2007). Organizations employing such a tool as the YCIS with their coaches may 
help mitigate burnout, retain coaches, and help the organization and individual 
understand their perceived sources of stress in an attempt to manage and regulate future 
Issues. 
Implications 
In an attempt to increase the well-being of coaches and athletes, coach education 
programs may need to be strengthened beyond promoting athletic achievement alone and 
to include tools for equipping coaches to deal with the multidisciplinary, unique, and 
uncetiain demands of their work. It does not appear that the intensity of stress disappears 
from a coach' s life, instead stress changes as a function of age, stage coaching, and 
perception of relevant management techniques. Hence, developing awareness 
surrounding developmental characteristics in the coaching domain, in conjunction with 
appropriate stress management techniques to mitigate specific stressors is imperative. 
Wi-ch this said, progress should be made towards providing evidence-based stress 
management recommendations. In an attempt to retain quality coaches, it is important 
that they have access to various sources of social support. This support will likely take 
many forms and include managerial administrators, coaching colleagues, support staff, 
and family and friends. It is also important that this support offers both advice about best 
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coaching practice and a sounding board for emotional outlet (Fletcher & Scott, 201 0). 
Understanding role ambiguity and conflicts such as being overloaded with teaching and 
coaching responsibilities (Capel, Sisley & Dese1irain, 1987; Kelley, 1994, Kelley & Gill, 
1993), Interpersonal dimensions such as anxiety (Robinson & Carron, 1982; Vealey et 
al., 1992), social pressures such as poor administration, lack of social support, parental 
pressures, and entrapment (Raedeke, 2004; Raedeke, Warren & Granzyk, 2000; 2002) are 
essential. Gilbert and Trudel (2001) Pastore and Judd (1992) and Pendle (1997) have 
suggested that coaches in some cases are unable to control their destiny where a lack of 
human interaction skills as opposed to coaching skills often leads to their downfall. It 
may be beneficial and integral that coach education courses focus on developing 
communicaTion skills, human interaction techniques and strategies that recognize the 
tenuous nature of coaching. 
The bottom line (O'Connor & Beenie, 2006) is that coaches who feel valued, 
suppotied, recognized and rewarded for their efforts are more likely to be retained by 
their sporting organization. Cuskelly and Auld (2000) contend that volunteer youth 
coaches may be more likely to be retained by sport organizations that provide adequate 
support, openly address concerns about responsibilities, and find ways to reduce or be 
more flexible about the time required. Overall, a future goal of coach education clinics 
should be to develop a sense psychological and social support for their coaches, 
something many organizations fail to do (O'Com1or & Beenie, 2006). 
Previous research (Fraser-Thomas, Cote, & Deakin, 2005; Smith & Smoll, 2002) 
has supported the notion that sport programs which focus on fun, social activity, 
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maximizing participation and skill development, and encourage people to stay involved 
and achieve success at all levels of sport, is a driver of enjoyment and an integral part of 
commitment to future sport. Rustbult' s (1980) investment model of commitment, has 
found that greater commitment to sport was associated with higher satisfaction, less 
attractive alternatives, and greater investment in the activity (Carpenter & Coleman, 
1998; Schmidt & Stein, 1991). If adapted to coaching, the model speculates that coaches 
at any level would display a greater commitment to sport if they perceived benefits to be 
high and costs to be low. Coaches who feel that their work is rewarding, exciting, and 
valued by others are likely to remain committed to their work (Smith & Smoll, 2005). 
Consequently, it could be said that positive self-esteem presents an increased chance to 
continue participation in athletics. An organizational mission toward social and 
psychological management techniques within coach education sessions may help 
cultivate such aspects of increased retention (Carpenter & Coleman, 1998; Rustbult, 
1980; Olusoga et al., 201 0). 
Vargas-Tonsig (2007) found that coaches appear to value coaching education and 
certification, but found that continuing coach education seminars need to address topics 
such as communicating with parents and athletes, motivation, and character building, in 
addition to the standard drills and conditioning content (McCullick, Mason, Schempp, 
Foo, Vickers, & Connolly, 2009). Although it is challenging for most coach 
accreditation courses to address all of the needs of differing coaches, continued education 
is imperative for novice coaches sunounding the logistical, organizational and time 
concerns of being an effective coach. Experienced coaches may find discussions on 
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managing winning and losing and managing a program beneficial. Olusoga et al. (2010) 
contend that coaches operating in world class sport require more support to successfully 
cope with the demands associated with such an environment, and that developing 
appropriate mental skills that can be used during competition is important. 
Findings from Olusoga et al. (2010) and Fletcher and Scott (2010) suggest that 
sport psychology practitioners should work closely with coaches to help them develop the 
skills and strategies needed to cope with the demands of coaching. This could have 
important implications for not only performance and satisfaction of coaches' athletes, but 
also for the coaches' relationships outside of sport. Consistent with previous research in 
which Olympic athletes have reported that coaches' inability to handle pressure situations 
and avoid distractions were factors that inf1uences their athletic performances (Gould, 
Guinan, Greenleaf, Medbery, & Peterson, 1999), Olusoga et al. (20 1 0) found that coaches 
felt their lack of stress management was a potential strain for their athletes. There seems 
to be a clear need for sport psychology practitioners and coach education programs to 
guide coaches towards developing psychological attributes to be successful in the 
coaching environment not only in college and elite sport domain, but also in this unique 
world of youth sport, where sources of stress for coaches are similarly linked to more 
experienced coaches (Olusoga et al. , 201 0). 
An inherent issue for youth coaches and coach educat01's moving forward may be 
the complex environment witriln which a coach works. Although coaches may indeed 
increase knowledge and skills during educational seminars, if the environment and 
logistics of the profession do not change with the coach, the perception of stress may not 
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dissipate. The alignment of values, goals, and perceptions among athletes, coaches, and 
parents may be a crucial aspect to the development of a healthy youth sport environment 
(Baltzell, McCmihy, LoVerme, Hmley & Martin, In Preparation). Coach education 
organizations incorporating emotional support training with stress and time management 
workshops, may foster an environment conducive to further retention and enhanced well-
being of coaches within the sport organization. Effective stress management may not 
only be helpful for the coaches confidence and anxiety control, but might also help his or 
her athletes feel more confident and under control in high pressure situations (Frey, 
2007). 
Future Directions 
The current investigation extends previous literature by uncovering a range of 
stressors and a useful quantitative scale for use with coaches working in the youth sport 
environment. Futme research with the YCIS may further benefit the youth sport domain 
and is encomaged. 
fv'IethodoYogy 
A potential addition to future work with the YCIS would be the use of a 
longitudinal design, to assess if there are differences with pre-season, dming season, and 
post-season mean scores on stress factors, coping factors, and burnout measmes. As 
Kelley and Baghmst (2009) note in their creation of the Coaching Issues Scale, from a 
conceptual standpoint, investigators have suggested that stress and bmnout might be 
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more appropriately viewed as cyclical in coaching, in addition to being an end state 
(Kelley & Gill, 1993, Vealey et al., 1992). If this conceptualization is accurate, it may be 
the case that the relative importance of the various CIS and now YCIS factors may also 
fluctuate across the course of a season or the year (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). It is 
possible that win-loss issues may be a dominant concern toward the end of the season 
when teams are striving to be eligible for postseason playoffs, where as time-role issues 
may be dominant toward the beginning of the season when coaches are beginning the 
process of juggling various roles within coaching (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). 
Given the preceding suggestion, it would seem important to begin examining 
stress and burnout in coaches longitudinally over the course of a single season, or across 
consecutive seasons. This would allow researchers to investigate the relative and 
potentially changing contributions of personal/situational variables to stress appraisal and 
burnout (Kelley & Baghurst, 2009). It seems that the YCIS would be a valuable research 
tool in this type of an investigation. 
Homogeneous Population 
9:5. 1 percent of the participants in this investigation were male, and thus, this 
study is limited in generalizing results to non-male coaches. Initial data has indicated 
that there may be gender differences and specific stressors that female coaches face that 
male coaches do not (Marback, Short, Short & Sullivan, 2005; Bradford & Keshock, 
2009; Kiity, L.006). However, the majority of this research focuses on female collegiate 
coaches, which are likely to face increased stressors due to the level of competition of 
102 
their athletes. 
In a review of female coach stress, Bradford and Keshock (2009) note that the 
addition of Title IX of the Higher Education Amendment in 1972 has greatly impacted 
high school and college athletics for women, with the number of athletes patiicipating in 
high school sports in the United States in 1970 increasing from +/- 250,000 to over 1.8 
million in 1987-88 (National Federation of State High School Associations, 1987-1988). 
Yet, Bradford and Keshock (2009) reveal that such an increase in athletes has not 
correlated to an increase in female coaches. The demand of Title IX was first met by 
employing female physical education teachers, however, the increased workload of 
teaching and coaching several sports attributed to many female coaches withdrawing 
from the coaching profession (Bradford & Keshock, 2009). 
Knoppers (1987) suggested that women in the coaching profession face different 
opportunities, resources, and working conditions than their male counterpatis. These 
factors have an impact on the number of women entering and leaving the coaching 
profession. Further, Caccese and Mayerberg 's (1984) and Kelley and Gill (1993) 
indicate that female coaches report higher levels of burnout and feel more frustrated by 
their jobs than male coaches. Further, females repOiied significar1tly higher levels of 
emotional exhaustion than males, and have a higher tendency in finding coaching issues 
stressful than male coaches. Future research using the YCIS and a youth population of 
female coaches would help further the empirical base of literature surrounding female 
coaches. 
A second factor swrounding the homogeneous nature of this investigation is the 
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fact that 98.6 percent of the pa~.iicipants in this study are Caucasian coaches, with a very 
small cross section being African American, Hispanic, or Asian. This concern seems to 
be a larger problem within the field of sport psychology coach research, for a literature 
search on coaching and race or coaching and diversity yields very few empirical findings. 
Sport has seemingly become a multicultural and multiracial enterprise that fosters and 
encourages a united front between people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds 
(Jowett & Frost, 2007). Such a united sport ideology suggests that people are in a 
position, regardless of their race or ethnicity, to understand each other's social and 
relational processes, behaviors, and outcomes. However, people's understanding of 
themselves is influenced by their specitic race/ethnicity, which, in turn, defines their 
unique cultural context (Jowett & Frost, 2007). A future investigation using the YCIS in 
conjunction with coaches from varying ethnic backgrounds would help develop the 
empirical literature within the coaching field and further help educators and organizations 
learn about the potential dii:Terences among varying coaching backgrounds. 
A third factor surrounding the homogeneous nature of this investigation is the 
nature of the sport researched, and the area of inquiry. All coaches in this study were 
coaching youth ice hockey in the New England area. Although the large sample size in 
this investigation is very telling of youth ice hockey coaches, it does not necessarily 
generalize to sports such as basketball, baseball, football, tennis, or soccer. The fact that 
youth ice hockey coaches seem to be white maies, has ramifications for the discussion of 
racial and gender diversity discussed above. Similarly, this resea~.·ch does not generalize 
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to coaches outside ofthe New England Area. Future research with the YCIS should seek 
individuals from a range of youth sports and in a range of geographical areas. 
Scale Development 
Future research based on relationships with other variables and the YCIS should 
be looked at to address questions about the degree to which relationships are consistent 
with the construct underlying the proposed test interpretation. Further convergent . 
evidence should be developed in conjunction with other validated and reliable stress 
scales and future divergem validity with other non-stress scales (AERA, 1999). Although 
the YCIS was constructed for use in youth sport settings, it may be advantageous to cross 
validate its structure with other levels of youth sport coaches. O'Connor and Beenie 
(20 1 0) contend that youth sport (age 1 0-18) coaches range from inexperienced parent-
volunteers to highly skilled and paid coaches of elite youth programs on a part-time or 
full-time basis. Assessment with these vmying coaches (middle school, high school, and 
elite) will help expand normative data. Similarly, it may be advantageous to use this 
inventory with other populations of adult leaders, whether in a school setting, or in other 
extracurricular domains where an adult leader spends significant time engaging in highly 
stressful activities with athletes (assistant coaches, administrators, organizational leaders, 
athletic directors). Further research assessing the utility of the YCIS will enable its use in 
various domains, while strengthening the diiierential validity of the instrument. 
Although the current study seeks to fill a gap in the research on youth coach stress, future 
studies need to look beyond the variables used in this study and assess the 
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multidimensional domain of sport coaching. The cunent research puts forth a 
psychometrically sound instrument (YCIS) to assess common core issues, concerns, or 
stressors in the youth coach environment. The YCIS's strong reliability and validity 
scores make it an exceptional candidate for future research and assessment in the field of 
sport psychology research, coach education, and youth sport, and its use is encouraged. 
Conclusion 
Research on youth sport coach stress is an important aspect of coach education. 
The YCIS has been shown to be a valid and reliable assessment tool, that sport 
psychology practitioners and researchers may now use when working in the youth sport 
coach domain to assess stress in the coaching role. Coach education programs cultivating 
awareness around stress management techniques may be well advised to use the YCIS, in 
an attempt to positively impact coaches' psycho-social development and retention. The 
development of a strong scale, and awareness of stressors in sport may help individual 
coaches, and organizations in creating a safe and welcoming sport environment for all, 
that mitigates stress, and burnout for future coaches. 
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COACHING ISSUES SURVEY 30-QUESTIONS (KELLEY & BAGHURST, 2009) 
Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or 
produces stress in your coaching situation. 
I =No stress, 2 =Low Stress, 3 =Moderate Stress, 4 = High Stress, 5 = Extreme Stress 
l. Understand ing my athletes' emotional responses and motivations. 2 "' 4 5 J 
2. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibilities. 2 3 4 5 
3. Negative media coverage. 2 3 4 5 
4. Other sports or campus events conflict with my team's use of facilities. 2 3 4 5 
5. Personality conflicts with my players. 2 3 4 5 
6 . Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
duties (teaching). 2 "' 4 5 J 
7. Not being able to hire adequate assistant coaches and suppoti staff. 2 "' 4 5 J 
8. Not having t ime for myself 2 3 4 5 
9 . Inadequatetrave l budget for contests with highly competitive teams. 2 "' 4 5 J 
10. Making decisions that are not popular with my players. 2 3 4 5 
11. My career as a coach interfering with family and/or social life. 2 3 4 5 
12 . Not reaching my coaching goals. 2 3 4 5 
13. Not knowing the criteria by which I w ill be judged. 2 "' 4 5 ·t J 
14. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a close score. 2 3 4 5 
15. Injury to one of my stmiers or top players. 2 "' 4 5 _) 
16. Placing pressure on myself to win . 2 3 4 5 
17 . Being unable to recruit the key personnel that my team needs to be 
successful. 2 3 4 5 
1 8. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a large margin. 2 3 4 5 
19. Players ' inconsistency in executing the fundamenta l skills or game plan. I 2 3 4 5 
20 . Not having enough t ime for recruiting. 1 2 3 4 5 
21. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose 
by a close score. 2 3 4 5 
22. Bein~ concerned that my players might not return to school for the 
next term. 2 3 4 5 
23 . Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest. 2 "' 4 5 J 
24. Momentum turning against my team in a contest. 2 3 4 5 
25. Handling defeat. 2 "' 4 5 J 
26. Budget lim itations hampering recruiting. 2 3 4 5 
27. The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing 
team are evenly matched . 2 -.. 4 5 _) 
28. Substantial number of hours spent working in a day. 2 3 4 5 
<: 
29. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibil ities outside of my coaching 
duties (e.g., speaking engagements, committee assignments, etc.). 2 "' 4 5 J 
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30. Be ing a source of help to my athletes. 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIXB 
YOUTH COACH ISSUES SCALE 37-QUESTIONS (MARTIN & NAYLOR, IN PREPARATION) 
Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or 
produces stress in your coaching situation. 
I =No stress. 2 = Low Stress. 3 = Moderate Stress, 4 = High Stress, 5 = Extreme Stress 
1. Understanding my athletes' emotional responses and motivations. 2 3 4 5 
2 . Personality conflicts with parents . 2 .., 4 5 .) 
3 . Not having enough time to devote to my coaching respons ibilities. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
4. Negative attention from the commu nity . 2 3 4 5 
5 . Other sports or events conflicting with my team 's use of faci lities. 2 3 4 5 
6. Personality conflicts with my players. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
7. Not successfu lly fu lfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
duties . 2 3 4 5 
8. Making decisions that are not popula r with parents. 2 3 4 5 
9. Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and support staff. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
10. Not having t ime for myself. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
11. Inadequate travel budget for contests with competitive teams. 2 "' 4 5 .) 
1 2 . Making decisions that are not popular with my players. 2 3 4 5 ~ 
13. My work as a coach interfering with family and/or social life. 2 3 4 5 
14. Not reach ing my coach ing goals. 2 3 4 5 
15. Not knowing the criteria by which I will be judged. 2 3 4 5 
16. Being a source of he lp to parents. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
1 7. T he expectation to win a contest in which my team is pred icted to win 
by a close score. 2 3 4 5 
18. 18. Injury to one of my starters or top players. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
19. Placing pressure on myself to win. 2 3 4 5 
20. Being unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
2 1 . The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a large marg in. 2 3 4 5 
22 . Understanding parents' emotional responses and motivations . 2 "' 4 5 .) 
2 3 . Players · inconsistency in executing the fundamenta l skills or game p lan. 1 2 "' 4 5 .) 
24. Not being able to field a fu ll team on a regular basis. 1 2 .., 4 5 .) 
25. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose 
by a close score. 2 3 4 5 
26. Negative attention from parents. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
27. Being concerned that my players might not return next year. 2 3 4 5 
28 . Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest. 2 3 4 5 
29. Momentum turning against my team in a contest. 2 3 4 5 
30. Handling defeat. 2 3 4 5 ... 
31. Not being ab le to have adequate parental support. 2 3 4 5 
32. Resource limitations ham pering success. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
33. T he expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing 
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team are evenly matched. 2 " 4 5 .) 
34. Substantial nu mber of hours coaching in a week. 2 " 4 5 .) 
35. Not successfully fu lfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
Duties. 2 3 4 5 
36. Being a source of help to my athletes. 2 3 4 5 
3 7. Parental expectations to win a contest. 2 ..., 4 5 .) 
·';; 
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APPENDIX C 
YOUTH COACH ISSUES SCALE FINAL 31-QUESTIONS (CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS) 
Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or 
produces stress in your coaching situation. 
I =No stress, 2 = Low Stress, 3 =Moderate Stress, 4 =High Stress, 5 = Extreme Stress 
1. Understand ing my ath letes' emotional responses and motivations. 2 "') 4 5 .) 
2 . Personality conflicts with parents. 2 3 4 5 
3. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibil ities . 2 3 4 5 
4. Negative attention from the community . 2 " 4 5 _) 
5. Other sports or events confl icti ng with my team's use of faci l ities. 2 "') 4 · 5 .) 
6. Personality conflicts with my players. 2 'l 4 5 .) 
7. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilities outside of my coaching 
dut ies. 2 " 4 5 .) 
8. Making decisions that are not popular with parents. 2 " 4 5 .) 
9 . Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and support staff. 2 'l 4 5 .) 
10. Not having time for myself. 2 3 4 5 .• 
11. Inadequate trave l budget for contests with competitive teams. 2 'l 4 5 .) 
12. Making decisions that are not popular with my playe rs . 2 'l 4 5 :) 
13. My work as a coach interfering with fam ily and/or social life. 2 3 4 5 
14. Not reaching my coachi ng goals. 2 " 4 5 _, 
15. No~ knowing the criteria by which I will be judged. ') 3 1 5 z: 
16. Being a source of help to parents. 2 3 4 5 
17. T he expectation to w in a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a close score. 2 " 4 5 .) 
18. 18. Injury to one of my starters or top players. 2 " 4 5 .) 
19. P lacing pressure on myself to win. 2 3 4 5 
20. Be ing unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful. 2 "' 4 5 .) 
21. The expectat ion to win a contest in which my team is predicted to wi n 
by a large marg in. 1 2 " 4 5 _) 
2 2 . Understanding parents' emotional responses and motivations. 1 2 'l 4 5 .) 
2 3 . Players ' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or game plan. 1 2 3 4 5 
24 . Not be ing ab le to field a full team on a regular basis. I 2 3 4 5 
25. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose 
by a close score . 2 "' 4 5 .) 
26. Negative attention from parents. 2 3 4 5 
27. Being concerned that lflj' players might Hot reh:IF.A neKt year. 2. ~ 4 5 
28. Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest. 2 3 <I 5 
29. Momentum turning against my team in a contest. 2 " 4 5 _) 
30. Handling defeat. 2 .., 4 5 _) 
31. Not being able to have adequate parental support. 2 3 4 5 
32. Resource limitations hampering success. 2 3 4 5 
33. The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the oppos ing 
team are evenly matched. 2 "' 4 s .) 
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34. Substantial number of hours coaching in a week. 2 3 4 5 
35. Not successfu lly ful fi ll ing my responsibi lities outside of my coaching 
duties . 2 3 4 5 
36. Being a source of he lp to my athletes . 2 3 4 5 
37. Parental expeetations to ·.vin a eontest. 1 ") 3 4 5 
' 
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2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
APPENDIXD 
PERCEVIED STRESS SCALE 
The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last 
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by circling how often you felt or 
thought a certain way. 
0= Never 1 = Almost Never 2 = Sometimes 3 = Fairly Often 4 = Very Often 
In the last month, how often have you been upset 
because of something that happened unexpectedly? 0 2 3 4 
In the last month, how often have you telt that you were unable 
to control the important things in your life? 0 2 -, 4 _) 
In the last month, how often have you telt nervous and "stressed"? 0 2 ,.., 4 _) 
Tn the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability 
to handle your personal problems? 0 2 3 4 
In the last month, how often have you telt that things were going your way? 
0 1 2 3 4 
In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope 
with all of the th ings that you had to do? 
0 2 3 4 
In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life? 
0 I 2 ,.., 4 _) 
In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? 
0 2 ,.., 4 _) 
ln the last month, how often have you been angered because of things 
that were outside of your control? 0 2 ,.., 4 _) 
10. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties 
were piling up so high that you could not overcome them? 0 2 3 4 
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APPENDIXE 
MASLACH BURNOUT INVENTORY 
Please read the statement am/mark how often it applies to you. 
l-never, 2- a few times a year or less, 3- once a month or less, 
4-a few times a month, 5-once a week, 6-a few times a week, 7 -every day 
1. I feel emotionally drained from my work 
2. I feel used at the end of the workday 
3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day 
onthejob 
4. I can easily understand how my students feel about things 
5. I feel I treat some of my students as if they were impersonal objects 
6. Working with people all day is really a strain for me 
7. I deal very effectively with the problems of my students 
8. I feel burned out from my work 
9. I feel I'm positively influencing other people's lives through my work 
10. I' ve become more callous toward people since I took this job 
11. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally 
12. I feel very energetic 
13. I feel frustrated by my job 
14. I feel I'm working too hard on my job 
15. I don 't really care what happens to some students 
16. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me 
1 7. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students 
18. I feel exhilarated after working closely with my students 
19. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in the job 
20. I feel like I'm at the end of my rope 
21 . In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly 
22. I feel students blame me for some of their problems 
11 4 
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APPENDIXF 
COPING FUNCTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
How much did you use the following strategies to handle stressful situations? 
1- not at all, 2- a little, 3- somewhat, 4-quite a bit, 5- very much 
1. I tried to fmd a way to change the situation 
2. I stayed in the situation and tried to control my emotions to better deal 
with the situation 
3. I worked harder to try to change the situation 
4. I tried to change how I thought about the situation so it didn't seem so 
stressful 
5. I tried to get out of the situation as soon as I could reduce the stress 
6. I used strategies to change the situation in order to deal with the stress 
7. I tried to view the situation in a way that made it seem less stressful 
8. I tried to leave or avoid the situation to get away from the problem or 
reduce the stress 
9. I did my best to change the situation 
1 0. I tried to use different strategies 
11. I looked for ways to solve the problem or change the situation 
12. I tried to get out of the situation to get away from the stress 
13. I stayed in the situation and tried to change it 
14. I worked through my emotions in order to feel better 
15. I tried to get away from the situation to reduce the stress 
16. I tried to find ways to control my emotions 
1 7. I tried to relax so that I could keep my emotions under control 
18. In order to reduce the stress I tried to get myself out of the situation 
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APPENDIXG 
SURVEY PACKET 
The Youth Sport Coaching Experience 
Thank you for your cooperation in filling out the attached questionnaire. This survey 
seeks to understand the youth sport experience and the stressors and coping mechanisms 
associated with youth sport coaching. Answers to these surveys will be used to enhance 
the youth sport and athlete c:q:.trience. 
Completion of the attached pages will take approximately 1 0-15 minutes. The 
following pages consist of questions seeking to learn about stressors in your coaching 
life. There is no suspected physical or psychological harm associated with completing 
this questionnaire. Your answers will be held in strict confidence and the results will be 
reported in anonymous form only. At no time will names or specific individuals be 
reported. You may withdraw from this study at anytime without any penalty. 
If you have any questions regarding this study or if you would like an executive 
summary of the study's findings, please contact Ira Martin at imartin@bu.edu. You may 
obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC 
IRB Office at 617-358-611:5. 
Thank You, 
Ira Martin 
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CEP Level: 
The Youth Sport Coaching Experience 
Gender: Male Female 
Age: __________ __ 
Ethnicity: __________ __ 
Highest Level of Hockey played: _______________ _ 
Highest Level of Hockey Coached: ______________ _ 
Number of years spent coaching: ---------·-------
Level currently coaching: 
Do you have children: Yes No 
Do they play hockey: Yes No 
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Please rate the DEGREE to which each issue described below causes you or 
produces stress in your coaching situation. 
1 =No stress, 2 = Lovl' Stress, 3 =Moderate Stress, 4 =High Stress, 5 = Extreme Stress 
·~ 
1. Understanding my athletes' emotional responses and motivations. 2 3 4 5 
2. Personality conflicts with parents 2 3 4 5 
3. Not having enough time to devote to my coaching responsibilities. 2 3 4 5 
4. Negative attention from the community 2 .., 4 5 .J 
5. Other spo rts or events conflicting with my team 's use of facilities. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
6. Personali ty conflicts with my players . 2 .., 4 5 .J 
7. Not successfu lly fu lfilling my responsibilities outside of my 
coaching duties. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
8. Making decisions which are not popular with parents. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
9. Not being able to have adequate assistant coaches and suppoti staff 2 .., 4 5 .J 
10. Not having time for myself. 2 3 4 5 
11. fnadequate travel budget for contests with competitive teams. 2 3 4 5 
12. Making decisions which are not popular with my players. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
13. My work as a coach interfering with family and/or social lite. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
14. Not reach ing my coaching goals. 1 2 .., 4 5 .J 
15. Not knowing the criteria by which I will be judged. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Being a source of help to parents . 1 2 3 4 5 
17. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a c.lose score . 2 3 4 5 
18. 18. Injury to one of my starters or top players. 2 3 4 5 
19. Placing pressure on myselfto win. 2 3 4 5 
.. 
20. Being unable to recruit key people that my team needs to be successful. 2 3 4 5 
21. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to win 
by a large margin. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
22 . Understanding parents' emotional responses and motivations. 2 3 4 5 
23. Players ' inconsistency in executing the fundamental skills or game plan. I 2 3 4 5 
24. Not being able to field a full team on a regular basis. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. The expectation to win a contest in which my team is predicted to lose 
by a close score . 2 3 4 5 
26. Negative attention from parents. 2 3 4 5 
2 7. Being concerned that my players might not return next year. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
28. Inconsistent judgment calls during a contest. 2 .., 4 5 .) 
29 . Momentum turning against my team in a contest. 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Handling defeat 1 2 .., 4 5 .J 
31 . Not being able to have adequate parental suppoti. 1 2 3 4 5 
32. Resource limitat ions hampering success. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
33 . The expectation to win a contest in which my team and the opposing 
team are evenly matched. 2 3 4 5 
34. Substantial number of hours coaching in a week. 2 3 4 5 
35. Not successfully fulfilling my responsibilit ies outside of my coaching 
duties 2 .., 4 5 .J 
36. Being a source of help to my athletes. 2 .., 4 5 .J 
.c;-_ 
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3 7. Parental expectations to win a contest. 2 3 4 5 
The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last 
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by circling how often you felt or 
thought a certain way. 
0= Never I =Almost Never 2 =Sometimes 3 =Fairly Often 4 =Very Often 
1. In the last month , how often have you been upset 
because of something that happened unexpectedly? 0 2 
2. ln the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable 
to control the important things in your life? 0 2 
3. In the iast month, how often have you felt nervous and "stressed"? 
0 2 
4. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability 
to handle your personal problems? 
0 2 
5. In the last month , how often have you felt that things were going your way? 
0 l 2 
6. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope 
with all of the things that you had to do? 
,.., 
_) 
1 
_) 
3 
,.., 
_) 
3 
0 2 3 
7. In the iast month , how often have you been able to control irritations in your life? 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
0 I 2 3 4 
8. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? 
0 1 2 3 4 
9. r n the last month, how often have you been angered 
because of th in gs that were outside of your control? 
0 2 ,.., 4 _) 
10. In the ast month, how often have you fe lt difficulties 
were piling up so high that you could not overcome them? 
0 1 2 ,.., 4 _) 
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Please read the statement and mark how often it applies to you. 
1-never, 2- a few times a year or less, 3- once a month or tess, 
4-a few tim es a month, 5-once a week, 6-a few times a week, 7-every day 
1. I feel emotionally drained from my work . 
2. I feel used at the end of the workday 
3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day 
on the job 
4. I can easily understand how my students feel about things 
5. I feel I treat some of my students as if they were impersonal objects 
6. Working with people all day is really a strain for me 
7. I deal very effectively with the problems of my students 
8. I feel burned out from my work 
9. I feel I'm positively influencing other people's lives tlu·ough my work 
10. I' ve become more callous toward people since I took this job 
11 . I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally 
12. I feel very energetic 
13. I feel frustrated by my job 
14. I feel I 'm working too hard on my job 
15. I don '' t really care what happens to some students 
16. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me 
1 7. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students 
18. I feel exhilarated afi:er working closely with my students 
19. I have accomplished many wmihwhile things in the job 
20. I feel like I'm at the end of my rope 
21 . In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly 
22. I feel students blame me for some of their problems 
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How much did you use the following strategies to handle stressful situations? 
1- not at all, 2- a little, 3- somewhat, 4-quite a bit, 5- very much 
1. I tried to find a way to change the situation 
2. I stayed in the situation and tried to control my emotions to better deal with the 
situation 
3. I worked harder to try to change the situation 
4. I tried to change how I thought about the situation so it didn't seem so stressful 
5. I tried to get out of the situation as soon as I could reduce the stress 
6. I used ST!b.i:egies to change the situation in order to deal with the stress 
7. I tried to view the situation in a way that made it seem less stressful 
8. I tried to leave or avoid the situation to get away from the problem or reduce 
the stress 
9. I did my best w change the situation 
1 0. I tried to use different strategies 
11. I looked for ways to solve the problem or change the situation 
12. I tried to get out of the situation to get away from the stress 
13. I stayed in the situation and tried to change it 
14. I worked through my emotions in order to feel better 
15. I tried to get away from the situation to reduce the stress 
16. I tried to fmd ways to control my emotions 
17. I tried to relax so that i could keep my emotions under control 
18 _ In order to reduce the stress I tried to get myself out of the situation 
121 
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